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Mr. Hory, from the Committee on Government Operations, submitted 
the following 


INTERIM REPORT 


Made to the Committee on Government Operations by its Permanent 


Subcommittee on Investigation 


[Pursuant to S. Res. 251, 82d Cong. } 


I, INTRODUCTION 


In March 1951 the Subcommittee on the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation of the Senate Committtee on Banking and Currency 
received testimony that a group headed by former Congressman 
Joseph E. Casey had acquired tanker vessels from the United States 
Maritime Commission and had subsequently disposed of its interest 
in these vessels at a large profit. After taking some testimony in 
connection with these tanker transactions, the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation Subcommittee decided that this matter was beyond the 
scope of the authority of that subcommittee, and for that reason this 
case was referred to the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on In- 
vestigations for further inquiry. The Senate Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce also made preliminary inquirie s in this 
case in March of last year, and the chairman of that Committee 
made available to our subcommittee the results of his investigation. 

The subcommittee staff, together with representatives of the Mari- 
time Administration and the General Accounting Office, spent several 
months in marshalling the complex and intricate facts involved in the 
purchase, chartering, and resale of tanker vessels by the Casey group, 
and considerable information was also developed by the staff with 
regard to the acquiring of Government-owned surplus tankers by 
other groups. When it was determined that most of these tanker 
transactions followed the same general pattern, it was decided by the 
subcommittee to develop fully all of the pertinent facts in connection 
with the tanker transactions of the Casey group and to dispense with 
public hearings in the other tanker cases which are now being in- 
vestigated by the Department of Justice. 
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These Government-owned surplus tanker vessels could be acquired 
and sold only under the provisions of the Merchant Ship Sales Act 
of 1946 and the applicable regulations of the United States Maritime 
Commission, Therefore, the primary objectives of the subcommittee 
in this inquiry were to determine whether the tankers were purchased 
and sold in accordance with the merchant marine laws and regulations 
and further, to ascertain whether the various individuals and corpora- 
tions who made substantia] financial gains in these tanker deals escaped 
the payment of Federal taxes. In carrving out these broad objectives 
of the investigation, it was hecessary to make detailed inquiries into 
the activities of the individuals who acquired these vessels and to 
examine the organization and Operations of the various corporations 
involved, as well as to ascertain the legal, brokerage, and other foes 
Which were paid in connection with the many transactions in this case. 

In order to develop all of the pertinent facts, this subcommittee 
took sworn testimony from 27 witnesses in 14 publie hearing sessions 
from February 18 to March 14, 1952. It is the purpose of this report 
to discuss only the major points which were developed during the 
course of this subcommittee’s investigation and to state the findings 
and conclusions of the subcommittee, The complete detailed record 
of the subcommittee’s investigation is set forth in the printed hearings 
of this subcommittee. 


II. SYNOPSIS OF THE TANKER TRANSACTIONS BY AMERICAN OVERSEAS 
TANKER CORP. AND RELATED COMPANIES 


Because of the complex financial and corporate arrangements in- 
volved in this inquiry, it is believed that the following Synopsis at the 
outset of this report will help to clarify the basic facts in the case and 
will assist in arriving at a better understanding of the main issues 
involved. 

A group of individuals headed by Mr. Casey purchased from the 
Maritime Commission and subsequently chartered eight T-2 type 
tanker vessels through the American Overseas Tanker Corp., or its 
several affiliates and subsidiaries. The Casey group actually became 
involved in two separate transactions involving these eight tanker 
vessels. The first transaction involved the purchase and chartering 
of five vessels and the second involved three additional vessels, 

The purchase of the first five of these tankers from the Maritime 
Commission was financed by means of a loan of $9,705,000 made by 
the Metropolitan Life Insurance Co, Thereafter, these five vessels 
were operated under a charter arrangement with the Greenwich 
Marine Corp., a Panamanian affiliate of American Overseas Tanker 
Corp., which in turn subchartered the vessels to the Panama Trans- 
port Co., a Panamanian subsidiary of the Standard Oil Co. of New 
Jersey. The other three tankers acquired by the Casey group were 
purchased from the Maritime Commission by the National Tanker 
Corp., an affiliate of the American Overseas Tanker Corp. Almost 
immediately after these three vesseis were allocated to the National 
Tanker Corp., they were chartered by that firm to the United Tanker 
Corp., a subsidiary of the China International Foundation, Inc., a 
charitable foundation organized in Delaware. 

Under the Merchant Ship Sales Aet of 1946, Government-owned 
surplus vessels were to be sold at prices arrived at under a statutory 
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sales formula. The eight tankers purchased by the Casey group were 
sold by the Maritime Commission under this statutory price formula 
at an average price of approximately $1,530,000 per vessel. Con- 
sidering the age and condition of the vessels acquired by the Casey 
group, this appears to have been a fair price under the law. 

Subsequently, the Casey group disposed of the five tankers by 
selling all of its stock interest in the American Overseas Tanker Corp. 
and the Greenwich Marine Corp. These stockholdings were sold to 
two main groups, the Delaware Tanker Corp. and its Liberian affiliate, 
the World Tanker Corp., both of which were financed and controlled 
by Stavros Niarchos, a Greek national. The United Tanker Corp., 
which was initially financed by a group of Chinese nationals, obtaimed 
the other three tankers by acquiring the stock of the National Tanker 
Corp. and its subsidiaries, the Oceanic Maritime Corp. and the 
Trans-World Maritime Corp. The stockholders of the Casey group 
realized a total of $3,250,000 from the sale of their stock interests in 
these various corporations, which had been acquired on an inittal 
investment of $101,000. 

In order to clarify the various financial and chartering arrangements 
which were entered into, as well as the intercorporate relationship of 
those corporations involved in this investigation, the subcommittee 
staff prepared a series of charts which appear in the appendix as 


) 


exhibits 1, 2, 3, and 4. 


Ill. PURCHASE, CHARTER, AND RESALE OF FIVE T-2 TYPE TANKERS BY 
AMERICAN OVERSEAS TANKER CORP. 


The American Overseas Tanker Corp. was incorporated on August 
26, 1947, under the laws of the State of Delaware. The original stock- 
holders _ and officers were Joseph E. Casey, president and treasurer; 
Julius C, Holmes, vice president and secretary; and E. Stanley Klein. 
These individuals origin: ally invested a total of $1,200 and each was 
issued 100 shares of the capital stock of the corporation. On August 
27, 1947, the corporation filed with the Maritime Commission, pur- 
suant to the Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946, an application for the 
purchase of 20 T—2 type tankers. In its application, the corporation 
proposed that title to the tankers would be taken in the name of a 
Panamanian subsidiary yet to be formed, and requested the approval 
of the Maritime Commission to operate the vessels under the Pana- 
manian flag. The applicant further stated that it intended to charter 
the tankers applied for to American oil companies on a long-term basis. 

On September 18, 1947, the American Overseas Tanker Corp. 
amended its original application and requested permission of the 
Maritime Commission to take title to the tankers in the name of the 
applicant rather than in a Panamanian subsidiary as was originally 
contemplated. 

Beginning on September 18, 1947, the Maritime Commission began 
discussions relating to the sale of tankers to foreign interests as well 
as to United State s citizens for Panamanian flag operation. It was 
decided by the Commission on the same day that as a matter of policy 
no tankers would be sold to other than American citizens as defined 
by section 2 of the Shipping Act of 1916. Thereafter, the transfer of 
vessels from United States to foreign registry could be accomplis hed 
only after obtaining the prior approval of the Maritime Commission 
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as required under section 9 of the Shipping Act of 1916. On the 
following day, September 19, the Maritime Commission approved the 
application of the American Overseas Tanker C orp., as amended, for 
the purchase of five T-2 type tankers for United States title and for 
operation under the Panamanian flag. 

This was the last time that the Maritime Commission approved 
the sale of surplus tanker vessels on this basis, namely, for title in a 
United States citizen corporation with the privilege of operating the 
vessels under foreign flag. The American Overseas Tanker Corp. case 
was one of only two eases in which the Maritime Commission disposed 
of ‘T-2 tankers on this basis. 

During the latter part of October 1947, the American Overseas 
‘Tanker Corp. entered into an arrangement with the Marine Transport 
Lines, Inec., under the terms of which the latter company became a 
substantial stockholder in American Overseas Tanker Corp., and all 
of its technical facilities “a shipping experience became available to 
American Overseas Tanker Corp. Thereafter, the Marine Transport 
Lines, Inc., and its affiliate, the Marine Operating Co., Ine., played 
an important part in the financial and chartering arrangements as 
indicated in exhibit 1 and as will be developed later in this report. 

By reason of the fact that the Maritime Commission had consented 
to the operation of the five tankers under the Panamanian flag, it 
became necessary to register the vessels in Panama. As a consequence, 
American Overseas Tanker Corp. retained the services of Joseph F. 
Luley, a New York attorney with considerable background and 
experience in the field of Panamanian ship registrations and ship 
mortgages. It was subsequently learned by William M. Westerlund, 
president of the Marine Transport Lines, Inc., that Luley had previ- 
ously organized a Panamanian corporation known as the Greenwich 
Marine Corp. This company, which was then dormant, had been 
organized by Luley as a “stand-by” corporation for the use of any 
United States citizen company which might desire to make use of it 
in the operation of vessels under the Panamani: re bes A Sometime later 
the Gre “39 ich Marine Corp. was purchased by American Overseas 
Tanker Corp. upon the advice of officials of the Marine Transport 
Lines, Inc., who were at the time charged with the operation of the 
five tankers. 

On October 21, 1947, American Overseas Tanker Corp. entered into 
a bare-boat-charter arrangement with the Greenwich Marine Corp. 
under the terms of which five tankers would be chartered to Greenwich 
Marine for a 15-vear period at a rate of 88 cents per deadwe ight ton 
per month, or at an annual rental of approximately $876,522. On the 
same date, the Greenwich Marine Corp. subchartered the five vessels 
to the Panama Transport Co., a Panamanian subsidiary of Standard 
Oil Co. of New Jersey, for a 5-vear period at a rate of $2.20 per 
deadweight ton per month, or at an annual rental of $2,191,305 
Stock was not issued in the Greenwich Marine Corp. until January 
1948, at which time two shares in that corporation were issued to the 
stockholders of American Overseas Tanker Corp. for each share held 
by them in the latter corporation. 

On December 19, 1947, a contract of sale was entered into between 
the Maritime Commission and American Overseas Tanker Corp. 
under the terms of which the Commission agreed to sell five T—2 
tankers to American Overseas Tanker Corp. 
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At the time that American Overseas Tanker Corp. entered into this 
contract, no permanent financing had been arranged. Accordingly, 
officials of the Marine Transport Lines, Inc., agreed to loan American 
Overseas Tanker Corp. $1,013,250 for use as a down payment on the 


five tankers as required by the Maritime Commission. As security 


for this investment, 9,700 shares of the capital stock of American 
Overseas Tanker Corp. were turned over to this corporation, and the 
remaining 300 shares originally issued to Casey, Klein & Holmes were 
assigned to this corporation. It is noted, however, that in return for 
the 9,700 shares, the Marine Transport Lines, Ine., paid American 
Overseas Tanker Corp. a total of $38,800. At the same time, all of 
the capital stock of the Greenwich Marine Corp. amounting to 20,000 
facsimile shares was turned over to Marine Transport Lines, Ine., in 
return for the payment of $60,000 by the latter corporation into the 
account of Greenwich Marine Corp. 

On December 36, 1947, American Overseas Tanker Corp. entered 
into an agreement with the Metropolitan Life Insurance Co. under 
the terms of which American Overseas Tanker Corp. borrowed 
$9,705,000 and in return, gave the insurance company a preferred ship 
mortgage on each of the five tankers, and together with the Green- 
wich Marine Corp. agreed to assign all charter revenues accruing 
from the operation of the tankers to the insurance company. At the 
same time, the American Overseas Tanker Corp. used some of the 
proceeds of this loan to retire its indebtedness to the Marine Transport 
Lines, Ine., in the amount of $1,013,250. 

The contract of sale entered into on December 19, 1947, between 
the Maritime Commission and American Overseas Tanker Corp. with 
regard to the five tankers specifically spelled out that 

The sale and delivery of each vessel shall constitute approval by the Maritime 
Commission of the transfer thereof to Panamanian registry and flag. 

In spite of the fact that the tankers were not actually sold to Amer- 
ican Overseas Tanker Corp. until December 19, 1947, or delivered until 
January 1948, the above-mentioned charters to a Panamanian 
company, namely, the Greenwich Marine Corp., were entered into as 
early as October 21, 1947. As of that time, the Maritime Commission 
had done nothing more than approve the application of American 
Overseas Tanker Corp. subject to certain conditions, and it was not 
until October 29, 1947, that American Overseas Tanker Corp. advised 
the Maritime Commission that it had made arrangements with the 
Marine Transport Lines, Inc., under the terms of which the latter 
company would provide American Overseas Tanker Corp. with the 
necessary operating experience. Not until December 12, 1947, was 
the sale actually authorized by the Maritime Commission. 

The fact that chartering arrangements had been entered into as 
early as October 1947 may be explained by the fact that, without these 
charters, American Overseas Tanker Corp. would have been unable 
to arrange any sort of financing through the Metropolitan Life In- 
surance Co. Officials of American Overseas Tanker Corp. testified 
that no financing would have been possible had they not been able 
to present the insurance company with charters to a major oil com- 
pany, for it was the revenue accruing from these charters which con- 
stituted the chief security for the loan. 
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Under the terms of the charter arrangements, the Greenwich Marine 
Corp. agreed to assign all subcharter revenues due from the Panama 
Transport Co. directly to the Metropolitan Life Insurance Co. This 
amounted to $2,191,305 annually, and the arrangement was such that 
while American Overseas Tanker Corp. had the full use of these funds 
which it used to pay off its obligation to the insurance company, the 
money was never actually received as income on which United States 
corporation income taxes were levied. Instead, all income from the 
operation of the tankers was directed into a Panamanian corporation, 
having the same stockholders as American Overseas Tanker Corp., but 
against whom no United States income taxes could be levied. The 
question involved in the avoidance or escape of Federal income taxes 
as a result of these corporate manipulations will be discussed ina 
separate section of this report. 

At no time did any official or representative of American Overseas 
Tanker Corp. advise the Maritime Commission that the Greenwich 
Marine Corp. was an affiliated company, as required under the law, 
nor did American Overseas Tanker Corp. advise the Maritime Com- 
mission that the five tankers were being subchartered to the Standard 
Oil Co. through a Panamanian affiliate of American Overseas Tanker 
Corp. rather than directly from American Overseas Tanker Corp. 
as the latter’s application with the Maritime Commission had in- 
dicated. It should also be noted that the laws of Panama did not 
require that United States citizen owners of vessels organize a Pana- 
manian corporation simply for the purpose of operating vessels under 
the Panamanian flag, as was contended by some of the witnesses 
who appeared before this subcommittee. 

The Casey group through American Overseas Tanker Corp. con- 
tinued to operate all five tankers until June 1950. Beginning in 
March 1950, however, officials and brokers of American Overseas 
Tanker Corp. began meetings with representatives of the North 
American Shipping & Trading Co., including Stavros Niarchos, a 
Greek national with many international shipping interests. It was 
the purpose of these meetings to effect a sale of the stock in both 
American Overseas Tanker Corp. and the Greenwich Marine Corp. to 
North American Shipping & Trading Co., acting as agent for the 
Delaware Tanker Corp. and the World Tanker Corp. On June 25, 
1950, a contract was executed under the terms of which the Delaware 
Tanker Corp., a Delaware company, acquired the capital stock of 
American Overseas Tanker Corp. for $40,000. At the same time, the 
World Tanker Corp., a Liberian company, acquired the stock of the 
Greenwich Marine Corp. for $2,760,000. Under the contract, the 
North American Shipping & Trading Co. agreed to pay all brokerage 
fees arising out of the transaction. This amounted to a reversal of 
the custom in the trade which required the seller to assume all broker- 
age fees. As a result, the North American Shipping & Trading Co. 
paid brokerage fees amounting to $90,000. Of this total, $40,000 
was paid to two New York brokers identified as John F. Vining and 
Ted Homestead. The remaining $50,000 was paid to two Washington 
attorneys, Joseph H. Rosenbaum and Howard Newmark. Of this 
total, Rosenbaum received $27,000 and later kicked back $9,000 of 
that fee to Joseph E. Casey. No adequate explanation was ever given 
as to why Casey as president of the seller corporation should receive 
part of the brokerage fee paid to Rosenbaum. 
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Under the terms of the original contract between the Maritime 
Commission and the American Overseas Tanker Corp., it was agreed 
by the corporation in paragraph V of exhibit A of the contract as 
follows: 

V. The buyer agrees that with respect to each vessel, the American-citizen 
ownership and Panamanian registry of the vessel shall not be changed without 
the prior approval of the Commission, and that if in the judgment of the Com- 


mission the national interest so requires, the buyer shall return the vessel to 
documentation under the United States flag. 


This part of the contract was also one of the conditions under which 
the Commission approved the transfer of these vessels to Panamanian 
registry. It was determined that no such approval was either re- 
quesied or given, and, accordingly, it seemed appropriate to inquire 
into the citizenship status of the Delaware Tanker Corp. which had 
acquired control of the vessels. It was determined at the outset that 
this company was not actually organized until July 10, 1950, some 
2 weeks after the purchase of the stock of American Overseas Tanker 
Corp. and the Greenwich Marine Corp. In this same connection, 
counsel for the Delaware Tanker Corp., while testifying before this 
subcommittee, did not deny that he was representing Stavros Niarchos, 
a Greek national, in all of the transactions from March until June of 
1950, which finally resulted in the sale of the stock in both corpora- 
tions. Niarchos held all of the stock in the World Tanker Corp. and 
held a controlling financial interest in the North American Shipping 

Trading Co. In addition, Niarchos had contributed all of the 
capital initially invested in the Delaware Tanker Corp. either directly 
or through Panamanian corporations which he controlled. 

The subcommittee found that the Delaware Tanker Corp. was 
originally capitalized at $50,000 representing 500 shares. Of this 
total, 49 percent was purchased by two Panamanian corporations 
owned by Niarchos, and the remaining 51 percent of the stock was 
subscribed to by three United States citizens. Inquring further, the 
subcommittee determined that these three citizen stockholders had not 
invested any of their personal funds but instead had borrowed the 
money from a Panamanian corporation owned by Niarchos and 
identified as the Cia International de Vapores. It was noted that 
under the terms of the loan agreements, the citizen borrowers were 
not called upon to pay any interest and, in fact, were not even obli- 
Said to repay the loan except to the extent that they e ceived a net 
return on their investment in the Delaware Tanker Corp. More 
important, however, was a provision in the agreement which gave 
Cia International de Vapores an irrevocable option to purchase the 
stock held by the United States citizens at any time. The net result 
of this arrangement was that the citizens controlling 51 percent of the 
stock could exercise this control only while acting in concert, and this 
control could be broken at any time that Cia International de V apores 
chose to exercise its option on the stock held by one or allof the citizens, 
one of whom was a sister of Niarchos. ‘The other two were employed 
by a firm in which Niarchos had a substantial interest. 

The subcommittee found that Cia International de Vapores did not 
exercise its options, which instead were canceled early in 1951 when 
the three citizen stockholders repaid the loans with funds acquired 
from the sale of their stock in the Plymouth Tanker Corp. This 
latter company was, at the time, a subsidiary of the North American 
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Shipping & Trading Co., which company was in turn largely controlled 
by Niarchos. In testimony before the subcommittee, counsel for 
the Delaware Tanker Corp., who had drawn up the loan agreements 
in the first instance, admitted that the subcommittee’s investigation 
played a part in the decision to repay the loans and cancel the option 
agreements. 

The subcommittee feels that, in view of the arrangements entered 
into between the citizen stockholders and Niarchos, the Delaware 
Tanker Corp. failed to meet the requirements for a citizen corporation 
as defined under the Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946. This is 
apparent from the language of the act, which states: 

The controlling interest in a corpors ition shall not be deemed to be owned by 
citizens of the United States * * (d) if by any means whatsoever control 
of the corporation is conferred upon or permitted to be exercised by any person 
who is not a citizen of the United States. 

In this connection it is pertinent to quote from the debate in Con- 
eress at the time that the above language was adopted as an amend- 
ment to section Il of the Shipping Act of 1916 defining citizenship. 
(See Congressional Record of June 19, 1918, p. 8029.) 

Mr. SaunpEerRs. The amendment intends to make it impossible for any arrange- 
ment to be effected by which such a corporation, partnership, or association shall 
be a citizen of the United States, when the real control of same is in the hands of 
aliens. We have sought to make the language used so sweeping and comprehen- 
sive that no lawyer, however ingenious, would be able to work out any device 
under this section to keep the letter while breaking the spirit of the law. 

Under the circumstances, the subcommittee feels that the Dela- 
ware Tanker Corp. was not a citizen as defined under the act and that 
American Overseas Tanker Corp. violated its original contract with 
the Maritime Commission and the conditions of the Commission ap- 
proval, under the terms of which it agreed not to change the American 
citizen ownership of the vessels without the prior approval of the 
Maritime Commission. 


IV. PURCHASE, CHARTER, AND RESALE OF THREE T-2 TANKERS BY THE 
NATIONAL TANKER CORP, 


The original application of the American Overseas Tanker Corp. 
with the Maritime Commission requested the allocation of 20 T-2 
type war-built tankers. On December 19, 1947, the Maritime Com- 
mission sold five tankers to American Overseas Tanker Corp. as was 
indicated previously in this report. Meanwhile, the original appli- 
cation of American Overseas Tanker Corp., as amended, continued in 
a pending status and on December 12, 1947, the Maritime Commission 
authorized the allocation of 54 T-—2 tankers, including 3 to the Ameri- 
can Overseas Tanker Corp. for United States title and United States- 
flag operation. Several days later, on December 15, 1947, the Mari- 
time Commission announced that with the allocation of these 54 
tankers all available T-—2 tankers had been allocated for sale. On 
December 30, 1947, the Maritime Commission formally approved the 
sale of three tankers to American Overseas Tanker Corp. and 
as of December 31, 1947, a contract was signed with the Maritime 
Commission providing for the purchase of the tankers Meacham, 


Kettleman Hills and the Antelope Hills. 
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Beginning in the fall of 1947 and continuing through the early 
months of 1948, the Chinese Petroleum Corp., a subsidiary of the 
National Resources Commission of the Chinese Nationalist Govern- 
ment, purchased approximately 1% million tons of oil but had access 
to only one tanker with whic h to transport the oil from the Persian 
Gulf to China. Realizing that tankers could be e wp vr ‘d profitably 
in this trade, a group of Chinese aliens, notably one Chung Ching 
Wei, then doing business as the China Trading & Industrial Develop- 
ment Corp., decided either to purchase tankers themselves or finance 
the purchase through other corporations and then charter the vessels 
to the Chinese Petroleum Corp. 

Various representatives of the China Trading & Industrial Devel- 
opment Corp. previously had business dealings with Houston H. 
Wasson, a member of the New York law firm of Post, Morris & Love- 


jov. Accordingly, Wasson’s advice as a member of that firm was 
solicited to determine whether it would be possible to purchase tankers 
directly from the Maritime Commission. All concerned realized that, 


under the Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946, preference in the sale of 
tankers was given to United States citizen applicants, and since the 
China Trading & Industrial Development Corp. was a Chinese com- 
pany, it was decided to organize a citizen corporation whose business 
affairs would be directed by people who were not only United States 
citizens, but men experienced in the shipping industry. This led to 
the formation by Mr. Wasson of the United Tanker C orp., organized 
on December 10, 1947, as a Delaware corporation with an initial 
capital investment of $2,003 represented by 25 shares of stock 
The outstanding stock included 10 shares of class A stock purchased 
by the China Trading & Industrial Development Corp. for $2,000 
and 15 shares of class B stock divided equally.among Harold C. Len- 
fest, president; Walter H. Sieling, vice president; and Arthur M. Tode. 
Each of these three individuals subscribed to 5 shares of the class 
B stock at a cost of 20 cents per share, which represented an invest- 
ment by each of these American stockholders of $1. At the same 
time, the certificate of incorporation and the bylaws of the company 
permitted one vote for each share of stock held, either of the A or 
B type, so that theoretically at least, the control of the corporation 
was at all times in the hands of the United States citizen officers 
although the bulk of the initial capital was invested by the Chinese 
corporation. 

Following the organization of the United hr 2 2 Corp., applica- 
tions were filed with the Maritime Commission by this company as 
well as by China Trading & Industrial Development Corp. requesting 
tankers. These applications were prepared by Mr. Wasson on behalf 
of both companies, and it was requested of the Maritime Commission 
that the applications be considered in the alternative. It was sug- 
gested that if China Trading & Industrial Development Corp. could 
not qualify because of its status as an alien, consideration be given to 
the application by United Tanker Corp. At the same time, Mr. 
Newbold Morris, who was a senior partner in the law firm of Post, 
Morris & Lovejoy, directed two letters to the Maritime Commission 
advising of his interest in these applications and stating it was the 
desire of the applicants to transport oil for the Chinese Government. 
No formal action was ever taken on the applications, however, by 
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reason of the fact that all surplus tankers then available for sale had 
already been allocated. Failing in their efforts to acquire tankers 
directly from the Maritime Commission, the United Tanker Corp. set 
out to acquire the stock in United States citizen corporations which 
had already been allocated tankers. 

An operation such as the one contemplated by the United Tanker 
Corp. required considerable capital, which was not then available to 
the company. As has been indicated, the total investment in the 
United Tanker Corp. as of December 1947 was $2,003. On January 
19, 1948, Lenfest, Seiling, and Tode each subscribed to an additional 
five shares of the class B stock for which they each paid a total of $1. 
The result was that as of January 19, 1948, there were 40 shares of 
capital stock outstanding in the United Tanker Corp., 10 of which 
were held by the China Trading & Industrial Development Corp. 
at a cost of $2,000, and the remaining 30 shares were held by Lenfest, 
Seiling, and Tode, who had contributed a total of $6. By September 
of 1948, however, during a period when the United Tanker Corp. was 
making its move to acquire the stock of citizen corporations holding 
title to. war-built vessels, the China Trading & Industrial Development 
Corp. invested a total of approxims itely $2,500,000 in the stock of the 
corporation. This money represented advances made by the Chinese 
Petroleum Corp. in the form of prepaid charter hire, for it was con- 
templated that if and when tankers were acquired, they would be 
chartered to the ¢ ‘hine ssecompany. The funds were advanced to the 
China Trading & Industrial Development Corp., which company in 
turn used them to purchase stock in the United Tanker Corp. 

By September of 1948, China Trading & Industrial Development 
Corp. had purchased all of the common stock in the United Tanker 
Corp. represented by 85,000 shares, all of which it then turned over 
to the China International Foundation, Inc., as a gift. Included in 
the 85,000 shares of common stock were the holdings of Lenfest, 
Sieling, and Tode. In September 1948 the China Trading & Indus- 
trial Development Corp. paid Lenfest $10,000 for his stock which 
was then donated to the China International Foundation, Inc. In 
January 1951 Sieling and Tode also donated their stock to the China 
International oor, Inc., and were, in turn, paid $10,000 each 
by the United Tanker Corp. and the China Trading & Industrial 
Development Corp. This was the same stock which had originally 
been acquired by Lenfest, Sieling, and Tode for a total investment 
of $6. At the same time, all of the preferred stock in United Tanker 
Corp. represented by 25,000 shares was purchased and held by the 
China Trading & Industrial Development Corp. It was by means 
ot the above-mentioned funds together with private bank loans that, 
during 1948 and 1949, the United Tanker Corp. was able to acquire 
the stock in five different United States citizen corporations, which 
then held title to or controlled six T—2 tankers. Reference to exhibit 
4 will show that the United Tanker Corp. acquired the stock of the 
National Tanker Corp., Oceanic Maritime Corp., Trans-World 
Maritime Corp., American Viking Corp., and the Arctie Tanker 
Corp. As a result of these transactions, the United Tanker Corp. 
obtained control of six T—2 tankers: the Meacham, Kettleman Hills, 
Antelope Hills, St. Christopher, Destiny, and New London. 

The China International Foundation, Inc., was incorporated on 
June 4, 1948, as a charitable corporation under the laws of the State 
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of Delaware. The articles of incorporation certify that the corpora- 
tion intended to promote nonprofit educational, medical, and scientific 
enterprises of all kinds in the United States and China. In this 
connection, the foundation established a research fellowship program 
under which Chinese students are enabled to pursue graduate research 
in various American universities. Both Newbold Morris and Houston 
H. Wasson were elected originally both as trustees and officers and 
have since served as president and secretary-treasurer, respectively. 
In addition to holding all of the common stock of the United Tanker 
Corp., the China International Foundation, Inc., also subscribed to all 
of the outstanding stock of the Meacham Corp., which was organized 
in Delaware for charitable purposes on October 31, 1949. The 
Meacham Corp. acquired title to the tanker \eacham on November 7, 
1949. It was by virtue of its common stock holdings in the United 
Tanker Corp. and its control of all of the capital stock of the Meacham 
Corp. that the China International Foundation, Inc., obtained control 
of the six tankers previously identified. 

The subcommittee directed its attention particularly to the acquisi- 
tion by the United Tanker Corp. of all of the capital stock in the 
National Tanker Corp. and, with it, the control of three tankers then 
held by the latter company. Mrs. Olga Konow, president and owner 
of the American Viking Corp., was dealing with representatives of 
the China Trading & Industrial Development Corp. and the United 
Tanker Corp. in January 1948 under an arrangement whereby these 
companies would assist her in financing the purchase of tankers which 
had previously been allocated to the American Viking Corp. At the 
same time, United acquired a stock interest in the American Viking 
Corp. and eventually, in December 1949, acquired all of the stock in 
the latter corporation as well as the control of the tankers St. Christo- 
pher and Destiny. Mrs. Konow testified that in January of 1948, 
Chung Ching Wei, a Chinese alien and secretary-treasurer of the 
United Tanker Corp., solicited her assistance as a broker in helping 
United acquire additional tankers. Mrs. Konow was aware that 
American Overseas Tanker Corp. had recently been allocated three 
vessels and testified that she also knew that this company was having 
difficulty financing their purchase. 

The record shows that on January 15, 1948, she called on Joseph E. 
Casey in Washington and advised him that she was authorized to 
offer a bonus of $450,000-if American Overseas Tanker Corp. would 
make the three tankers, which had been allocated to it, available to 
the United Tanker Corp. The record further indice ates that after 
preliminary discussions between Mrs. Konow, Casey, and E. Stanley 
Klein, a meeting was held on January 19, 1948, in the office of Mr. 
Wasson, at which time representatives of American Overseas Tanker 
Corp., United and China Trading & Industrial Development Corp. 
were present. At that time, a memorandum was prepared which 
indicates clearly that American Overseas Tanker Corp. agreed to form 
a new Delaware corporation for the purpose of taking title to the 
three tankers. The agreement further stipulated that United would 
supply the funds with which to purchase the vessels and subsequently, 
after title to the vessels had passed to the new company, the owners 
of the stock in the new corporation would sell all of the stock to United 
for $450,000. 
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The United Tanker Corp., as well as China Trading & Industrial 
Development Corp., agreed to compensate Mrs. Konow in an amount 
equal to $100,000 for each tanker which she was able to secure for 
United Tanker Corp. In this connection, Mrs. Konow entered into 
a contract with United on February 3, 1948, under the terms of which 
the corporation agreed to pay her $30,000 for 5 years for services to 
be performed as a consultant and broker in connection with the opera- 
tion by United Tanker Corp. of the three tankers. 

On February 18, a the China Trading & Industrial Develop- 
ment Corp. executed a contract with the Wonok Corp., which was 
wholly owned by ring Konow, and under its terms, China Trading 
& Industrial Development Corp. agreed to pay the Wonok Corp. 

$50,000 for each of the three tankers secured for the United Tanker 
Corp. During 1948, Mrs. Konow was paid a total of $20,000 under 
the contract with United Tanker Corp. and $33,000 was paid to the 
Wonok Corp. under the contract with the China Trading & Industrial 
Development Corp. 

In December 1949, Mrs. Konow sold her 51-percent interest in the 
stock of American Viking Corp. to the United Tanker Corp. for 
$300,000 in what she referred to as a “package deal.’”? Under the 
terms of this agreement, the balance owed to her under her contract 
with the United Tanker Corp. as a consultant and broker would be 
paid to her at the rate of $307 per month until May 1955. At the 
same time, the contract between China Trading & Industrial Develop- 
ment Corp. and the Wonok Corp. was canceled as part of the consider- 
ation for United Tanker Corp.’s agreement to pay her $300,000 for 
her stock in the American Viking Corp. and $20,000 annually as an 
officer in the American Viking Corp. Mrs. Konow has been paid the 
$300,000 for her stock, but continues to receive $307 per month plus 
an annual salary of $20,000 as president of the American Viking Corp. 

Meanwhile, on January 22, 1948, Joseph E. Casey, as president of 
American Overseas Tanker Corp., filed an amendment with the 
Maritime Commission requesting permission to take title to the three 
tankers in the name of the National Tanker Corp., which was certified 
as a corporation organized under the laws of Delaware, and with the 
same officers, directors, and stockholders as American Overseas Tanker 
Corp. It should be noted, however, that the certificate of incorpora- 
tion of the National Tanker Corp. was not filed with the Secretary 
of State of Delaware until January 23, 1948. It should be further 
noted in the same connection that despite the fact that a notation 
on the amendment indicates that it was not received at the Maritime 
Commission until 2:45 p. m. on January 22, 1948, the records of the 
Maritime Commission indicate that the amendment was approved 
by the Commission during a meeting held on the same day which 
adjourned at 12:50 p. m. 

The subcommittee staff conducted considerable investigation in an 
effort to determine what information was before the Commission at 
its meeting on the morning of January 22 when it approved the 
amended application of the American Overseas Tanker Corp., thereby 
making it possible for the National Tanker Corp. to take title to the 
three tankers which had been previously allocated to American 
Overseas Tanker Corp. As indicated above, the application which 
was ostensibly acted upon by the Commission was not actually 
received until after the Commission meeting, and the new corporation 
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to which the tankers were in fact allocated was not formed until the 
day after the Commission’s decision. No satisfactory explanation 
was ever obtained as to why or how the Commission allocated three 
tankers to a corporation not yet in existence based on information 
appearing in an application which was not yet before the Commission 

Following the organization of the Nationai Tanker Corp. on January 
23, 1948, Casey and Klein, representing the Jatter company, and 
officials of the United Tanker Corp. executed an agreement under date 
of January 24, 1948, which formalized the tentative agre mi: nt referred 
to previously as having been drawn up on January 19, 1948. It is 
significant to note that under the terms of this agreement, United 
—— Corp. agreed to finance the purchase of the three tankers 
with National Tanker Corp promising to bareboat charter the three 
vessels to United Tanker Corp. for 10 vears and to give the tatter 
company an irrevocable option to purchase all of the stock in the 
National Tanker Corp. for $450,000. In addition, National agreed 
not to engage in any business other than chartering tankers to United 
Tanker Corp. and further a 


irae that the assistant treasurer of 
National would be a person set! ory to United Tanker Corp. and 
his signature would be required | on all cheeks drawn by National 
The subcommittee determined that shortly thereafter, Chang Ching 


Wei, a Chinese national then serving as Secretary Treasurer of United 


Tanker Corp., was made assistant treasurer of National uncer an 
arrangement which gave him and the United Tanker Cotp. contre! 
of the business activities of National In this connection, hal Casey 
and Klein served as president and vice president, res] velv, of 
Oceanic Maritime Corp nnd the Trans Wo lel \laritime Corp hoth 
of which were oreanized by Mir Wasson as subst liary comn es oO] 
National for the express purpose of taking title to the Heftlemar 
Hills and the Antelope Hills, neither of them could recall that either 


affairs ¢ 


had been active in the actual business 1 these corporations 
except to sign certain papers as Officials of the companies 

At the time that the agreement with United Tanker Corp. was 
entered into, representatives of the National Tanker Corp. certified 
that the subject matter had been discussed informally with members 
of the Maritime Commission and that they had been advised infor 
mally that the Commission had no objection to the agreement. Vice 
Adm. William M. Smith, who was then Chairman of the Maritime 
Commission, testified that he recalls a conversation with Julius ¢ 
Holmes, who discussed with him the question of a bareboat chartet 
of the three tankers to another American company. He denied, 
however, that Holmes made any mention of an irrevocable option 
which had been given to the United Tanker Corp. to purchase the 
stock of National, and testified that if Holmes mentioned the pos- 
sibility of a stock sale, it was only in passing. Commissioners Mellen, 
Carson, and MeKeough also testified, and all Ciihaaiebeedil denied 
that any representative of American Overseas Tanker Corp or the 
National Tanker Corp. had discussed the agreement with them or 
that they had either formally or informally approved such an agree- 
ment 

During this same period, and particularly during January 1948, 
Francis B. Goertner, assistant general counsel of the Maritime 
Commission, received two telephone calls from Mr. Newbold Morris 
and another call from Mr. Wasson requesting an opinion as to whether 
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or not the United Tanker Corp. satisfied the citizenship requirements 
within the meaning of section 2 of the Shipping Act of 1916. Both 
Morris and Wasson called Goertner’s attention to the original appli- 
cation which indicated that substantially all of the capital investment 
in the United Tanker Corp. would be provided by China Trading 
& Industrial Development Corp., but no mention was made of the 
fact that as of that time, United States citizen stockholders had 
invested only $6 in a corporation which several months later would be 
capitalized at about $2,500,000, all with Chinese funds. On February 
3, 1948, Goertner replied to the inquiries of both Morris and Wasson 
by stating that it was his opinion that the United Tanker Corp. was 
a citizen corporation. This ruling was one of particular importance 
to the United Tanker Corp. in view of the language of section 9 of 
the Shipping Act of 1916, which reads in part as follows: 

It shall be unlawful, without the approval of the Maritime Commission, to 
sell, mortgage, lease, charter, deliver or in any manner transfer * * * to 
any person not a citizen of the United States * * * any vessel or any 
interest therein owned in whole or in part by a citizen of the United States and 
documented under the laws of the United States. 

About a week previously, on January 24, 1948, the National 
Tanker Corp. had given United Tanker Corp: an irrevocable stock 
option without the prior approval of the Maritime Commission. 

There is no credible evidence that Mr. Morris or any other repre- 
sentative of the United Tanker Corp. group made a complete disclosure 
to the Commission concerning the arrangements between the Casey 
group and the United Tanker group which were entered into as early 
as January 1948. 

It should also be noted that at about the same time, Mr. Gerald 
Helmbold, Chief of the Bureau of Operations of the Maritime Com- 
mission, directed a letter dated January 31, 1948, to the National 
Tanker Corp. After stating in his letter of-January 31 that reports 
had reached him that the three vessels had been offered by the 
National Tanker Corp. for resale to other interests, Helmbold stated: 

We should very much appreciate a prompt statement from you as to whether 
or not you have in mind the resale of these vessels now or at a later date. 

Under date of February 2, 1948, Mr. Casey, as president of the 
National Tanker Corp., in a letter to Mr. Helmbold replied in part 
as follows: 

It is our intention to bareboat charter these vessels to another American com- 
pany. Itis the present intention of this corporation to retain title to these vessels 
indefinitely. Obviously, no statement can be made at this time as to what its 
position may be with respect to resale at some time in the future. 

This statement was made by Mr. Casey within one week after he 
and Klein, as representatives of the National Tanker Corp., had turned 
over the actual control of the stock and business operations of the 
National Tanker Corp. to the United Tanker Corp. on January 24, 
1948. In view of that fact, which was well known to Casey, it is 
obvious that Casey’s reply to Helmbold was false. 

On October 11,1948, Chung Ching Wei advised the National Tanker 
Corp. that United had decided to exercise its stock option. Between 
that date and January 31, 1949, United paid National a total of 
$450,000, after which all of the stock in the latter corporation was 
turned over to United Tanker Corp. This represented a payment of 
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$450 per share for 1,000 shares which had originally been purchased by 
Casey, Klein, and Holmes at $1 per share. 

The four former Maritime Commissioners who appeared before the 
subcommittee testified that had they known all of the facts concerning 
the source of funds being used by United and the option and other 
agreements between United and National, they would not have al- 
lowed National or United to have ac quired these three surplus tankers. 

While the former Commissioners contend that the Commission had 
no knowle dge of the real facts concerning the negotiations between 
the Casey group and the United Tanker group which took place in 
January 1948, the subcommittee now has evidence that at least some 
officials of the Maritime Commission were on notice of the facts in 
this case as early as February 2, 1948. Subsequent to the public 
hearings in this case it was brought to the attention of the subecommit- 
tee that under date of January 29, 1948, Congressman Willis W. Brad- 
ley of the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee addressed 
a letter to Admiral Smith stating that it had come to his attention that 
the American Overseas Tanker Corp., which had been allocated three 
tankers by the Commission, had already signed a contract to transfer 
these tankers to a Chinese controlled company at a profit of $150,000 
per ship. Congressman Bradley pointed out that in his opinion he 
did not feel that it was the intention of the Maritime Commission to 
allow these tankers to be purchased by foreigners through such a 
subterfuge and he suggested that the Maritime Commission undertake 
an investigation of the allegations with a view toward stopping the 
sale by the American Overseas Tanker C orp. The original of this 
letter which was located in the files of the Maritime Administration 
indicates that copies were sent to various Maritime officials, including 
each of the five Commissioners. In addition, the original copy of the 
letter bears a longhand notation by Wade Skinner, the former general 
counsel of the Maritime Commission, who is now deceased, in which 
he indicated that he discussed the matter informally with Congressman 
Bradley. However, there is no evidence that any action was taken 
by the Commission on Mr. Bradley's complaint. 

In view of these specific allegations which were received by the 
Maritime Commission on February 2, 1948, there seems to be no 
plausible explanation as to why Mr. Skinner, the then General 
Counsel, or some other responsible official of the Commission did not 
make an effort to ascertain the truth of these allegations in order 
that appropriate action might have been taken. Had such action 
been taken by the Commission in February of 1948, the full facts 
concerning the negotiations between the Casey group and the United 
Tanker group would have been brought to light, and the Commission 
could have prevented the transfer of these vessels to the United Tanker 
Corp. prior to their actual delivery by the Commission in the Spring 
of 1948. 


V. CITIZENSHIP AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS UNDER THE MERCHANT 
SHIP SALES ACT OF 1946 


All of the vessels involved in this investigation were purchased from 
the Maritime Commission under the Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946 
which provided for the sale of war-built vessels. As is clearly set forth 
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in the Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946, the primary objective in the 
sale of surplus war-built vessels was to develop and maintain an 
efficient and adequate American-owned merchant marine. While 
many war-built surplus vessels could be and were sold to foreigners 
under the Act, such foreign sales could be made only with the approval 
of the Maritime Commission and at such times as the Commission 
determined that foreign sales would not impair the efficiency or 
adequacy of our own merchant marine. As was announced by the 
Commission in September 1947, the Commission determined that no 
further sales of war-built T-2 tankers should be made to other than 
citizens of the United States. Thereafter any transfer of vessels to 
noncitizens without the approval of the Commission continued to be 
a violation of both the spirit and the letter of the Aet and regulations 
thereunder. 

Under the Act, a citizen of the United States included a corporation, 
partnership or association only if it was a citizen of the United States 
within the meaning of section 2 of the Shipping Act of 1916, as 
amended. Section 2 originally read as-follows: 

Within the meaning of the Act no corporation, partnership, or association shall 
be deemed a citizen of the United States unless the controlling interest therein is 
owned by citizens of the United States, and, in the case of a corporation, unless 
its president and managing directors are citizens of the United States and the 
f nized under the laws of the United States or of a State, 


corporation itsell 
territory, district or possession thereof 
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On July 15, 1918, section 2 was amended because it was felt that 
the original language was not sufliciently restrictive to prevent control 
of American corporations by foreign interests. The following is the 
amendatory provision adopted by the Congress in 1918: 


The econtro!tling interest in a corporation shall not be deemed to be owned by 
citizens of the United States (a) if the title to a majority of the stock thereof is 
not vested in such citizens free from any trust or fiduciary obligation in favor of 
anv person not a citizen of the United States: or ()) if the majority of the voting 
power in such corporation is not vested in citizens of the United States: or if 
through any contract or understanding it is so arranged that the majority of the 
voting power may be exercised, direetly or indirectly, in behalf of any person who 
is not a citizer f the United States: or (/) if by anv other means whatsoever. 
control of the corporation is conferred ipon or permitt i to be exercised by any 
per Ol vyho is nota eitizen of the | ited States 


The intention of the Congress was made very clear during the 
debate which resulted in the adoption of this amendatory language 
In addition to the reference to the Congressional debate, cited pre- 
viously in this report, the following observation by Representative 
Saunders as reported on page 8032 of the Congressional Reeord for 
June 19, 1918, is worthy of note 

Bv the wording of this anendment, such a situation is intended to be brought 
to pass that by no possible legal legerdemain can any arrangement be made by 
which the controlling interest may be in the hands of some other person or persons 
than citizens of the United States, and at the same time the corporation continue 
to be a citizen of the United States 

On another occasion, in response to a question as to how it was 
expected that the amendatory language would prevent foreign owners 
from creating a dummy board of directors and through them control 
a shipping corporation, Representative Saunders had the following to 
say as reported on page 8032 of the Congressional Record for June 19, 
LOIS. 


If such a scheme #* * * was sought to be worked out, it would not only 


be in fraud of the law, but would be inoperative, since tit would be an arrangement 
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by a contract or understanding for the majority of the voting power to be exercised 
in behalf of someone not a citizen of the United States. Under the terms of the 
amendment, should such a scheme be perfected, the controlling interest of the 
corporation would be held not to be owned by citizens of the United States 

It will be recalled that when the American Overseas Tanker Corp. 
executed its original contract with the Maritime Commission calling 
for the purchase of five tankers, the corporatlou agreed, under the 
terms of the contract, “that with respect to each vessel, the American 
citizen ownership and Panamanian registry of the vessel shall not be 
changed without the prior approval of the Maritime Commission.” 

The subcommittee feels that this paragraph of the contract was 
clearly breached in June 1950 when all of the stock of the American 
Overseas Tanker Corp., 2 United States citizen corporation then 
holding title to five T-2 tankers, was sold to the Delaware Tanker 
Corp., which in turn was under the financial domination of Stavros 
Niarchos, a Greek national. It would seem, on the basis of informa- 
tion developed during this investigation, that 1t was just this type of 
practice, as typified by the organization of the Delaware Tanker 
Corp., which not only subverted the spirit and letter of section 2 but 
also violated the clear intent of the Congress to prevell such a 
practice. 

It will also be recalled that in January 1948 the National Tanker 
Corp. gave ah irrevocable stock option to the United Tanker Corp., 
a Delaware corporation and ostensibly a United States citizen com- 
pany. This option was later exercised by the United Tanker Corp. 
and resulted m the lattes company acquiring all of the stock im the 
National Tanker Corp. This was done without regard to the pro- 
visions of section 9 of the Shipping Act of 1916 which made it unlawful 
to sell anv vessel owned by a citizen to any person not a citizen without 
the prior approval of the Maritime Commission. The evidence does 
not support the proposition that any such approval had been secured 

The evidence is clear that of the origima| substantial capital im 
United Tanker, approximately $2,500,000 was invested by Chinese 
nationals and $6 was invested by United States citizens. It is 
also clear from the testimony and on the basis of information developed 
during the investigation that the United States citizen stockholders, 
while they had title to the majority of the voting stock. did not exer- 
cise the control required if the requirements of citizenship were to be 
met. 

The subcommittee has noted that as early as December 1949 
Raymond S. MeKeough, a former member of the Maritime Com- 
mission, called the attention of the Commission to the legislative 
history of section 2, relating to citizenship. There was a question 
in his mind at that time as to whether a corporation was a citizen 
When noncitizens admittedly supplied practically all of the capital 
funds invested in the corporation. It was his suggestion that the 
matter be referred to the Department of Justice for a definitive answer 
to the problem, but this was not done until June 1951 after the ini- 
tiation of this investigation. Mr. MeKeough generally adopted the 
view that “money talks.” He contended that as a practical matter 
the stockholders with the most money in a corporation exercise con- 
trol over the company, even though it might be shown that title to 
the majority of the voting stock is owned by United States citizens 


as is required by section 2 of the Shipping Act of 1916, as amended. 
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He was the only responsible official of the Commissi: n who consist- 
ently objected to the policy then being followed by the Commission 
on the question of citizenship, which policy was an erroneous one 
in the opinion of this subcommittee. 

At the same time, it was the theory of the Maritime Commission 
that the agency should adopt the view that the existence of a pre- 
ponderant financial tnterest in a corporation supplied by aliens did not 
deprive the corporation of its status as a citizen as long as it could be 
shown that the actual stock control of the corporation remained in 
citizens of the United States. It is important to note, however, that 
in processing applications for the purchase of vessels under the act, 
the Maritime Commission adopted the practice of accepting at face 
value affidavits as to citizenship filed by these applicants and, as long 
as it appeared that the majority of the voting stock was held by 
United States citizens, the Commission did not examine into the 
actual control which aliens might exercise in a corporation by reason 
of their preponderant financial interest therein. 

‘The present Administrator of the Maritime Administration testified 
that since October 1950 it has been the policy of the Administration to 
look behind stock ownership of a corporation owning or acquiring 
war-built vessels to determine whether the foreign financial investment 
or other ee ‘st in a corporation, in fact, places that corporation under 
the control of foreign citizens. As has been previously stated, that 
was not the a of the old Maritime Commission at the time of the 
purchase and resale of the tankers by the Casey group. It would 
appear that the present policy of the Maritime Administration in 
considering the citizenship of a corporation is to adopt the theory that 
“money talks.”” Under this theory, evidence of a preponderant 
financial interest by aliens in a corporation, whether direct or indirect, 
would give rise to the reasonable assumption that suth a corporation 
can for all practical purposes come under the actual control of non- 
citizens. 

During this investigation, the subcommittee directed its attention 
mainly to the transactions involving the American Overseas Tanker 
Corp. and the United Tanker Corp. together with their respective 
affiliates and subsidiaries. The subcommittee staff, together with 
representatives of the Maritime Administration, did, however, make 
some inquiries into other transactions by corporations which had also 
purchased vessels from the Maritime Commission under the Merchant 
Ship Sales Act of 1946. These inquiries reflected that the North 
American Shipping & Trading Co. and the United States Petroleum 
Carriers, Inc., both of which are allegedly United States citizen 
corporations but financed almost entirely by Greek interests, pur- 
chased a total of 36 vessels from the Maritime Commission. The 
study of the operations of both of these latter corporations indicated 
rather clearly that there were valid reasons to question their status as 
United States citizen corporations within the meaning of the act under 
which these vessels were purchased. Accordingly, these matters 
have been referred to the Department of Justice for further study and, 
on the basis of its findings of fact, for such legal action as might be 
called for under the act. 

Under the terms of the regulations which prescribed certain pro- 
cedures in the administration of the act, the Maritime Commission 
was required, among other things, to make certain definite findings 
concerning the citizenship, financial resources, and operating ability 
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of all applicants. While the problems relating to citizenship have been 
discussed above, no mention has been made of the importance, from 
the Government’s standpoint, of determining whether an applicant 
had sufficient financial resources and the ability, experience, and other 
qualifications necessary to enable him to maintain and operate the 
vessel. The regulations required that, in the interest of making proper 
determinations concerning financial resources and operating ability, 
the Division of Finance and the Division of Operations and Traffic 
would examine all applications and then prepare reports and recom- 
mendations for the information of the Maritime Commission. The 
subcommittee noted that in those cases where an applicant indicated 
that vessels would be purchased for cash, no determination was made 
by the Division of Finance as to the applicant’s financial resources, 
since an offer to pay cash was considered by the Maritime Commission 
as prima facie proof that the applicant possessed the resources neces- 
sary to operate the vessels. The subcommittee is of the opinion, 
however, that an offer to pay cash proved nothing more than that 
the applicant was able to buy the vessel. It did not prove that this 
same applicant had the resources necessary to maintain and operate 
the vessel and, more important, such a policy precluded any inquiry 
by the Maritime Commission into the sources of the funds and thus 
made it possible in many instances for alien interests to control what 
purported to be a United States citizen corporation. 

It seemed to be the policy of the directors of the Divisions of Finance 
and Operations to merely initial the recommendations of the Division 
of Vessel Disposal and Government Aid, signifying their assent to 
whatever recommendation was made by this latter Division. In the 
absence of any formal report by these Divisions dealing with that phase 
of the inquiry which came within their jurisdiction, it would appear 
that no independent determinations of such things as financial re- 
sources and operating ability were made. It appears that these Di- 
visions usually accepted at face value whatever representations were 
made by the applicant. The dangers of such practices are best illus- 
trated by an appraisal of the consequences of accepting at face value 
affidavits of citizenship as filed by the applicants. The Legal Division 
admittedly made no independent inquiries of its own into the question 
of actual control of a corporation, even in those cases where the ap- 
plicant admitted that practically all of the capital invested had been 
contributed by alien interests. 

In the same connection, it was noted that in many instances, 
officials and representatives of the corporations involved in this in- 
vestigation did not make complete disclosures to the Maritime Com- 
mission of certain information required under the act. The subcom- 
mittee feels that if the Commission had pursued a policy of inquiring 
into the truth of the statements made by these corporations, rather 
than accepting such representations at face value, many of the 
misrepresentations would have been detected. 

There was also considerable evidence which refiected the extent 
of the administrative confusion at the Maritime Commission. This 
confusion is well illustrated by the fact that, on at least one occasion 
as has been previously indicated in this report, the Commission 
allocated three tankers to the National Tanker Corp. prior to the 
time the corporation came into existence, and the decision was based 
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on information appearing in an application which was not filed with 
the Commission until after they had made their decision. 

There is also considerable evidence that the former Commission 
followed no regular procedures in dealing with prospective purchasers 
of these tankers or their representatives. As a result persons who 
were endeavoring to purchase ships or were seeking information con- 
cerning ship sales were running from the office of one Commissioner 
to another and from the offices of various persons in the Commission 
on a working level in an effort to obtain information. There is no 
doubt that as the result of this situation individuals who were per- 
sonally acquainted with Commission officials or had other methods of 
obtaining personal interviews were in a much better position to get 
things done at the Commission than the ordinary citizen seeking 
information from that agency. 

Furthermore, it appears that many of the decisions of the Commis- 
sion with regard to the allocation, delivery, and sale of vessels were 
made in closed meetings of the Commission. This situation, together 
with the fact that there appeared to be no readily available docket or 
listing of ships to be sold or which had been sold tended to cloak the 
administration of the Ship Sales Act in a veil of secrecy which made 
2t most difficult for the ordinary citizen to transact business with the 
Commission in an orderly fashion. 


VI. ACTIVITIES OF JOSEPH H. ROSENBAUM, ROBERT W. DUDLEY, AND 
JOSEPH E. CASEY 


While the subcommittee devoted most of its efforts to the investi- 
vaiion of the acquisition and disposition of surplus vessels by the 
American Overseas Tanker Corp., and affiliated companies, it did 
make some inquiries, as previously indicated in this report, into other 
cases involving the disposal of surplus vessels by the Maritime Com- 
mnission. It appears that Joseph H. Rosenbaum, a senior partner in 
the Washington law firm of Goodwin, Rosenbaum, Meacham «& 
Bailen, and Robert W. Dudley, an associate ‘and later a partner in the 
Rosenbaum law firm and a brother-in-law of Casey, were very active 
IL) handling clients who sought to obtain surplus vessels from the 
Maritime Commission. In a number of these cases Casey was asso- 
ciated with the Rosenbaum law firm either as cocounsel or as a stock- 
holder, or as both. It was determined that 10 companies, including 
United States Petroleum Carriers, Inc., which were mentioned in the 
preceding section of this report, were represented by the Rosenbaum 
law firm and acquired a total of 33 surplus vessels. 

In its examination into the acquisition of vessels by these 10 
companies, the subcommittee was impressed by several unusual 
circumstances. It appeared, for instance, from testimony of the 
parties involved that on several occasions when the Rosenbaum firm 
had business before the Maritime Commission, Joseph E. Casey was 
retained as associate counsel, At the same time, Robert W. Dudley 
of the Rosenbaum firm was representing the firm in matters before 
the Maritime Commission and spent the greater part of his time hand- 
ling these cases. The record shows that Casey had little or no previous 
experience before the Maritime Commission, and Rosenbaum admitted 
that he did not know whether or not Casey had any experience in 
dealing with the Maritime Commission. Rosenbaum, however, justi- 
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fied his retention of Casey as associate counsel because Casey was ‘‘a 
well-known, eminent counsel and seemed like a good man to represent 
the interest of the client,” although admittedly he was given no 
specific legal duties to handle. On the other hand, at the time that 
Casey was attempting to purchase tankers on behalf of the American 
Overseas Tanker Corp., he was willing to commit the company to the 
payment of legal fees amounting to $40,000 for services rendered by 
the Rosenbaum firm. It is noted, however, that Casey himself 
shared in this fee in the amount of $10,000 

In the case of the United States Petroleum Carriers, Inc., the sub- 
committee found that in 1947 the Rosenbaum firm, through Robert W. 
Dudley, had represented one Constantine Konialidis, a Uruguayan 
citizen of Greek origin, in the latter’s efforts to purchase surplus 
vessels from the Maritime Commission. ‘This application was denied 
by the Commission on September 12, 1947, because it was felt that 
a sale to a noncitizen for Panamanian flag ¢ peration would remove the 
vessel from ‘‘effectiye control of the United States.” Two weeks later, 
the Rosenbaum firm organized the United States Petroleum Carriers, 
Inc., as a citizen corporation with an authorized capital siock of 
1,000 shares. Six hundred shares of this stock were issued to Robert 
W. Dudley, Admiral H. L. Bowen, and Robert L. Berenson, all of 
whom were United States citizens. Four hundred shares remained 
unissued as of that date 

On December 30, 1947, the Maritime Commission approved the sale 
of four T-2 tankers to United States Petroleum Carriers, Inc. At 
about this same time, Dudley agreed to pay Admiral Bowen $7,500 
for the 250 shares then held by Admiral Bowen, so that as of this time, 
Dudley controlled 500 shares. One week later, Robert Berenson 
agreed to purchase the 500 shares held by Dudley for $125,000 as 
opposed to the original cost of $1,000. On the same date, the Sociedad 
Industrial Maritime Financiera Ariona, Panama, 8. A., owned by one 
Aristotoles 5. Onassis and his two cousins, Nicholas and Constantine 
Konialidis, who were not United States citizens, purchased the re- 
maining 400 shares of the authorized stock. During the following 6 
months the above-mentioned Panamanian corporation owned by 
Onassis and the Konialidis brothers, who had failed originally as 
purchasers, acquired an additional 90 shares of stock from Berenson, 
giving them a total of 490 shares, or a 49 percent interest in the cor- 
poration. At the same time, Berenson reduced his own personal 
holdings to 48 percent by selling 10 shares to each of the three United 
States citizens, identified as Clifford N. Carver, Nicolas Cokkinis, 
and Arne C. Storen. The result was that in a 6-month period follow- 
ing the allocation of the four tankers to United States Petroleum 
Carriers, Ine., allegedly a United States citizen corporation, foreign 
interests in the person of Onassis and the Konialidis brothers acquired 
a 49 percent interest in the stock of the corporation. At the same 
time, a 3 percent interest in the corporation was acquired by three 
citizen stockholders, all of whom were tied closely to Onassis through 
mutual business interests. 

Looking at this series of transactions from the point of view of 
voting stock control, it is evident that the three minority stockholders, 
Cokkinis, Carver, and Storen, held the balance of power in the voting 
and in the event of any dispute between Berenson and the Onassis- 
Konialidis interests, any one of the three United States citizens could 
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That law firm also represented the United States Navigation Co. 
which acquired one vessel; the Nicholson-Universal Steamship Co. 
which acquired two vessels; and the Compania Uruguaya de Com- 
mercio y Maritima, S. A., which is owned by Onassis and the Konialidis 
brothers and which acquired two vessels. 

As a result of all these surplus ship transactions the Rosenbaum firm 
and Dudley, individually are known to have received the following 
payments: 


Rosenbaum firm $150, OO $117. 000 
Dudley 68, 000 87" 000 


Mr. Casey was directly identified with, and had a major stock in- 
terest in, both the American Overseas Tanker Corp. and its affiliate, 
the National Tanker Corp. In addition, he also received $10,000 of 
the $40,000 legal fee paid to the Rosenbaum law firm by the American 
Overseas Tanker Corp. and an additional $9,000 as part of the broker- 
age fee which was paid to the Rosenbaum law firm as a result of the 
sale of the stock of the American Overseas Tanker Corp. As a result 
of his interest in American Overseas Tanker Corp. and related com- 
panies, Mr. Casey, together with his wife and children, received the 
following payments: Fees, $19,000; stock, $516,900. 

In addition to this direct interest in the above-mentioned companies 
as an officer and stockholder, Mr. Casey was also identified with the 
U.S. Petroleum Carriers, Inc., Victory Carriers, Inc., and the Cta 
Uruguaya de Commercio y Maritima, all of which acquired surplus 
vessels from the Maritime Commission. In some cases, Mr. Casev’s 
interest was simply that of a stockholder, while in other cases he 
acted as counsel in association with the Rosenbaum law firm. As a 
result of his interests, Mr. Casey received the following payments: 
Fees, $50,000; stock, $11,600. 

The subcommittee feels that Casey, Dudley, and the Rosenbaum 
law firm profited in large part from selling Government allocations of 
vessels to other corporations or stockholders. This is particularly 
true in the case of the sale of the stock of the National Tanker Corp. 
to the United Tanker Corp. and in the case of the transactions involv- 
ing the U.S. Petroleum Carriers, Inc. To this extent, Casey, Dudley, 
and the Rosenbaum law firm were engaged in speculative ventures not 
contemplated under the Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946. The sub- 
committee also feels that these fees and some of the stock interests 
were possible only because some of the corporations, particularly the 
U.S. Petroleum Carriers, Inc., and its subsidiaries, would not other- 
wise have been able to purchase vessels directly from the Maritime 
Commission because of their inability to satisfy the citizenship require- 
ments called for under the act. 

Finally, in the absence of any testimony indicating the nature of 
the legal services rendered by Casey, except for personal contacts with 
members of the Maritime Commission, there appears to be no reason- 
able explanation of his participation with Rosenbaum and Dudley as 
associate counsel in the affairs of the companies referred to in this 
section of the report. 
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VII. USE OF TANKERS IN COMMUNIST TRADE 


The 390 war-built surplus T—2 tanker vessels which were disposed of 
by ae were Commission since the end of World War II have been 
used by various owners and charterers in the world-wide traffic of 
pe maken ‘um and other oil products. However, only two war-built T—2 
tankers are known to have engaged in trade with the Soviet Union or 
other Communist areas while flying the American flag. These were 
the Aettleman Hills and the St. Christopher, both of which were 
controlled by the United Tanker Corp. 

sJetween July 1949 and May 1950 these two vessels, which were 
owned by wholly owned subsidiaries of the United Tanker Corp., 
were chartered to the Soviet government. While under these Soviet 
charters, the vessels carried six cargoes of petroleum products and 
vegetable oils between the Communist-controlled port of Constanza, 
Rumania, and Communist ports in north China, North Korea, and 
Siberia. <A list of these voyages and the cargoes carried on each 
voyage is set forth in exhibit 5 of the appendix. 

The subcommittee investigation revealed that prior to entering 
into these Soviet charters, representatives of the firm of Sieling & Jarvis 
Corp., which handled the chartering arrangements for the United 
Tanker Corp., had telephoned the State Department and had been 
advised by a Department representative that there was no objection 
to the chartering of United States-flag tankers in the Communist 
trade. From the testimony, it appears that since no objection was 
made to this Communist trade by the State Department, the United 
a r Corp. allowed its vessels to be used in such traffic because the 

anker market was at a low ebb, and the Soviet charterers paid 
acta rates of approximately 30 percent over the going rate. The 
gross income to United T anker on these voyages for the Soviet 
Government was reported at $449,170 by the chartering agent. 

While the actual chartering and subchartering arrangements in the 
Soviet trade were handled by Sieling & Jarvis Corp. as agents for the 
United Tanker Corp. and by a British ship- chartering firm, it is clear 
that the responsible officials of the United Tanker Corp. and Houston 
H. Wasson, a member of the law firm of Lovejoy, Morris, Wasson & 
Huppuch, had full knowledge and gave consent to these charters from 
the very beginning. Mr. Newbold Morris, a senior partner in the 
law firm which handled the legal affairs of the United Tanker Corp., 
and president of China International Foundation, Inc., which owned 
a majority of the voting stock of United Tanker, and thereby exer- 
cised complete control of that corporation, testified that he had no 
knowledge of these Soviet charters until some time in January 1950. 
However, it should be noted that these two tankers continued to 
operate in the Communist trade until May 1950. 

It was further determined that at the same time these two United 
Tanker vessels were engaged in the Soviet trade, other tankers con- 
trolled by the corporation were being paid out of ECA funds for 
carrying ECA cargoes. Between May 1949 and September 1951 the 
vessels under the control of the United Tanker Corp., including the 
St. Christopher and the Kettleman [ills were paid a total of $6,600,000 
in ECA funds for carrying ECA cargoes. 

The United Tanker Corp. terminated this Communist traffic 
the spring of 1950 after ECA officials had indicated that ECA cargoes 
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would be denied United Tanker vessels if other vessels under the 
control of that corporation continued to trade with the anes 
At about the same time State Department officials had indicated t 
the United Tanker Corp. that they y jerome the advisability of tha at 
company engaging further in the Communist trade. However, at 
that time the State Department not arrived at any definite 
policy prohibiting American-flag vessels from engaging in such Com- 
munist trade. It was not until December 8, 1950, that the United 
States Department of Commerce finally prohibited American-flag 
vessels from engaging in oil traffic with the Soviet Union or its satel- 
lites. 

For several months prior to April 1950 responsible officials of the 
ECA were aware of the fact that these tankers were engaged in 
Communist trade and pointed out the incongruity of the situation 
whereby an American shipping firm was receiving ECA funds on the 
one hand, which funds were being used to stem the tide of communism, 
while on the other hand that same firm was engaged profitably in the 
Communist oil trade. 

The subcommittee’s investigation clearly indicates that prior to 
December 1950 the Federal Government had promulgated no definite 
policy with regard to the use of American-flag vessels in the Communist 
trade, notwithstanding the fact that the Department of Defense 
had strongly condemned this trade as early as October 1949. In a 
letter dated October 4, 1949, secretary ol Defense Louis Johnson 
advised the then Chairman of the Maritime Commission that thr 
Kettleman T[Tills and the St. Christopher were carrving petroleum 
products between Constanza, Rumania and Communist China and 
pointed out that this trade ‘‘ presents a definite threat to the nationa 
security of the United States.” In that letter secretary Johnson 
asked that prompt action be taken to prohibit the use of United 
States flag vessels in this trade. Mr. Johnson again brought this 
same matter to the attention of the Secretary of State ina letter dated 
January 17, 1950, and in a second letter to the Secretary of State 
dated April 24, 1950. It was not until May 18, 1950, that the State 
Department advised the Maritime Commission that the Department 
of State had come to the conclusion that the chartering of United 
States flag vessels for the use of Communist countries should be 
subject to serutinv and review by the appropriate Government 
agenctes Following this decision it was not until December 8. 1950, 
after Secretary of Defense Marshall had again complained to the 
Secrets wy of State, that the Federal Government took positive steps 
to prohibit the use of our flag vessels in this Communist trade 

Officials of China International Foundation, Ine., the United Tanker 
Corp., and Sieling & Jarvis Corp. all testified that they engaged in 
this Communist trade because the State Department had not inter- 
posed any objection to such trade. Mr. Morris further testified that 
had he known that the Department of Defense had objected to this 
type of traffic, he would have tried to prevent the vessels from engag- 
ing in such traffic. However, it should be pointed out that at the 
time these Soviet charters were offered to the United Tanker Corp 
vessels, at least one other American shipping line refused to allow 
their vessels to be used in this Communist trade. 

The financial benefits resulting from this Communist trade on the 
part of the two tankers accrued to the benefit of the China Interna- 
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tional Foundation, Inc., which completely controlled the firms owning 
the tankers. This charitable foundation was organized ostensibly 
for the purpose of aiding Nationalist Chinese students and the 
Foundation was able to acquire the tankers in the first instance largely 
through the financial assistance and the gifts of stock from China 
Trading & Industrial Development Corp. 

It is significant to note that the Hong Kong branch of the China 
Trading & Industrial Development Corp. was likewise engaged in 
trade with the Chinese Communists and was operating through Sieling 
& Jarvis, who were also shipping agents for United Tanker Corp. 
The subcommittee’s investigation revealed that after the United States 
intervention in Korea, the China Trading & Industrial Development 
Corp. carried 26 shiploads of cotton, soybeans, iron ore, and other 
products in and out of Communist-controlled ports in North China. 
In December 1950, after the United States Government placed restric- 
tions on American ships and business firms trading with the Chinese 
Communists, the China Trading & Industrial Development Corp. 
shifted its charters from the American chartering firm of Sieling & 
Jarvis to British chartering firms which were not restricted in their 
dealings with the Communists. This subcommittee has no way of 
determining the extent of the Communist trade which was carried on 
by China Trading & Industrial Development Corp. after these charters 
were shifted to the British. 


VIII. USE OF FOREIGN CREWS AND RADIO OPERATORS BY UNITED TANKER 
CORP. VESSELS 


The subcommittee’s investigation also disclosed that in many in- 
stances the vessels under the control of United Tanker Corp. and 
affiliated firms used foreign crews and radio operators. The employ- 
ment of foreign crews indicated a disregard for the spirit of our shipping 
laws, and the use of these foreign radio operators constituted an out- 
right violation of the Federal Communications Act. 

Under the shipping laws of the United States, 75 percent of the crew 
of American-flag vessels must be citizens of the United States, except 
in those eases where replacements abroad among the crew are neces- 
sary. It appears to have been a common practice of the United 
Tanker Corp. to sign on American crews in this country for the tankers 
in question under short-term shipping articles. The tankers would 
then proceed to Asiatic waters where they would operate for long 
periods of time without returning to the United States. Thereafter, 
upon expiration of the short-term shipping articles, the American 
seamen would be replaced by foreign crews, and these vessels would 
then continue to employ foreign crews, thereby effecting substantial 
savings for the ship owners in salaries and in the maintenance of crews. 

While the subcommittee did not find that the United Tanker Corp. 
actually violated the shipping laws in using foreign crews in this 
manner, it is very apparent that the corporation, in its effort to re- 
duce operating expenses, did evade the spirit of our merchant marine 
shipping laws by using cheap, foreign crews for extended periods of 
time on these American-flag vessels. 

Four of these tankers, namely the St. Christopher, Destiny, Meacham, 
and the Kettleman Hills, also employed on many voyages radio opera- 
tors who were not American citizens. This use of foreign radio oper- 
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ators on these American-flag vessels under the control of the United 
Tanker Corp. was an outright violation of the Federal Communica- 
tions Act. As a result of these violations, the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission in 1951 levied a total of $854,000 in forfeitures 
against the four vessels and the masters of these vessels. The for- 
feitures against the vessels amounted to $837,500 and the forfeitures 
against the masters totaled $17,400. Subsequently, the Federal Com- 
munications Commission reduced the ships’ forfeitures to $2,000 per 
vessel and reduced the total of the masters’ forfeitures to $100, thus 
reducing the original forfeitures of $854,900 to $8,100. The Federal 
Communications Commission advised that it made these reductions 
in the forfeitures in view of certain mitigating circumstances and be- 
cause the crews and radio operators of the four vessels had since been 
changed to 100-percent American. 

After these forfeitures were levied by the Federal Communications 
Commission, the law firm of Lovejoy, Morris, Wasson and Huppuch 
filed applications with the FCC on behalf of the United Tanker Corp. 
and affiliated firms asking for mitigation of the forfeiture liability. 
Thereafter, Mr. Morris contacted Frieda B. Hennock, a member of 
the FCC, on behalf of his chent and he testified that she referred him 
to the Enforcement Unit of the Commission where he conferred with 
attorneys in that unit concerning the mitigation of these substantial 
fines. 

IX. ACTIVITIES OF NEWBOLD MORRIS 


When Mr. Morris testified before this subcommittee, he indicated 
that if it were not for the fact that he was then the Special Assistant 
to the Attorney General in charge of investigating corruption in 
Government, he would not have been called as a witness in this case 
As was stated on the record at that time by the chairman and the 
chief counsel of the subcommittee, this entire case was under investi- 
gation by the subcommittee staff for a period of 10 months prior to 
the public hearings. During the course of this staff investigation, the 
subcommittee scheduled a number of persons, including Morris, to 
appear as witnesses in public hearings. This decision to call Mr. 
Morris as a witness was made sometime prior to his appointment as 
Special Assistant to the Attorney General. As was brought out in the 
public hearings in this case and as is indicated by the discussion in this 
report, Mr. Morris played a prominent part in the matter under 
inquiry. Set forth below is a résumé of Mr. Morris’ participation 
in this case: 

1. He is president of China International Foundation, Inc. 
which through stock ownership in different corporations controlled 
six T-2 tankers, including the three tankers acquired from the 
Casey group. 

2. He is an active and participating senior partner in the law 
firm of Lovejoy, Morris, Wasson & Huppuch, which organized 
China International Foundation, Ine. and its affiliated companies; 
negotiated with the Maritime Commission and the Casey group 
for the acquisition of tankers; and handled the legal matters 
concerning the purchase, operation, and sale of these tankers, as 
well as the tax problems relating thereto. 

3. In December 1947 Mr. Morris personally ee the 
Chairman of the Maritime Commission and other Commission 
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officials on behalf of his Chinese clients, who were attempting to 
acquire Government-owned tankers. During the same time he 
also addressed two communications to Maritime officials in his 
efforts to acquire these tankers. In January 1948 he communi- 
cated by telephone and telegraph with the Maritime Commission 
concerning the citizenship status of United Tanker Corp. which 
corporation later acquired three of the Casey tankers. 

4. In 1950 Mr. Morris personally contacted ECA officials in 
Washington in an effort to obtain ECA cargoes for the tankers 
under the control of the China International Foundation, Inc. 
after ECA had complained of the use of these tankers in Com- 
munist trade. 

5. In 1951 he personally contacted FCC officials in an effort to 
have mitigated the substantial forfeitures which had been levied 
against four of these tankers for violations of the Federal Com- 
munications Act. 

A few days after Mr. Morris’ appointment as a Special Assistant 
to the Attorney General and after iit had beeu indicated that he might 
be a witness in this subecommittee’s investigation of the various tanker 
transactions, Vir. Morris was quoted in the public press as stating 
that “he never received a single dollar in the transaction over tankers 
which is the subject of a Senate mvestigation.”” As a matter of fact, 
the subcommittee investigation revealed that Mr. Morris’ law. firm 
had earned about $158,000 in legal fees in connection with these 
tanker transactions, and Mr. Morris’ gross share of these fees would 
be approximately $30,000. When he was examined by the subeom- 
mittee, Mr. Morris contended that when he had made the above- 
quoted statement to the press, he meant to convey the facet that he 
did not personally profit from the tanker transactions except as an 
attornev. However, as is indicated above, Mr. Morris did share m 
the substantial legal fees in this matter and he did not disclose that 
fact to the press when he was queried about what, if any, profits 
accrued to him as the result of these tanker transactions 

It is clear from the record of this investigation that Morris’ part in 
this case was not a minor one. Under these circumstances this sub 
committee would have been derelict in its responsibilities had it not 
called Morris as a witness and examined him as it did every other 
person whose testimony was necessary to develop the full faets in 
this case 


X rAX PROBLEMS INVOLVED IN TANKER TRANSACTIONS 


Several officials and representatives of the American Overseas 
Tanker Corp. testified that the corporation was seeking the most 
favorable tax status available and that this was one of the considera- 
tions which dictated the use of the Greenwich Marine Corp. in the 
transaction. In view of its admitted importance from a tax standpoint, 
it should be noted that during the period 1948 through June 1950, 
inclusive, the Greenwich Marine Corp. reported the following net 
income from the operation of the five tankers: 

1948 S1, 063, 006. 00 
1949 1, 362, 825. 00 
1950 (to June 1, 1950 a 814, 033. 00 
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However, by reason of the fact that the Greenwich Marine Corp. 
was a Panamanian 0 a os it paid no Federal income taxes, and 
furthermore, was not subject to the payment of taxes to the Re pe lie 
of Panama because of an exemption granted for income from such 
operations under article 10-H of the income-tax law of that country. 
American Overseas Tanker Corp., the parent United States corpora- 
tion, paid no income taxes during the vears 1948, 1949, and 1950, but 
instead reported large losses in its income-tax returns. 

The subcommittee compiled certain statistics based on the elimina- 
tion of the Greenwich Marine Corp. from the transaction, but accept- 
ing certain expense items such as repairs and depreciation of vessels 
as claimed by the American Overseas Tanker Corp. in its corporat 
income-tax returns. 

This was done in an effort to determine the approximate income 
taxes which the American Overseas Tanker Corp. would have owed 
to the United States Government if the charter hire payments had 
moved directly from the Panama Transport Co. to the American 
Overseas Tanker Corp. rather than through the Greenwich Marine 
Corp. Asa result of this study, it was determined that the American 
Overseas Tanker Corp. would have had an estimated taxable net 
income and on the basis of that income, Federal income-tax liability 
during the vears 1948, 1949, and 1950 computed at the normal tax 
and surtax rates prevailing in those vears would have been: 


MS 194) 


Net profit (+-) or loss SIOL. 477 27 O00. A 3 $9 
lax <0). 102 178. 06 


No tax, 


The estimated tax liability for 1949 is after the allowance of the net 
operating loss carry-over from 1948 in computing 1949 net income, 
and 1950 taxes do not include any provision for possible excess-profits- 
tax liability for that year. 

The subcommittee st: aff then approached the same problem again 
based on the elimination of the Greenwich Marine Corp., but based 
on an adjustment downward of such expenses as repairs and deprecia- 
tion as were claimed by the American Overseas Tanker Corp. The 
resulting tax picture, excluding any provision for possible excess- 
profits-tax liability for 1950, from the standpoint of the American 
Overseas Corp. would have been as follows: 


1945 1949 1950 
Net profit $299, 064 $1, 365, 66 $1, 386, 54 
Tax 341, 644 518, 953 77, 597 


Thus, it appears that with the elimination of the foreign affiliate 
American Overseas Tanker Corp. would have had an income-tax lia- 
bilitv due to the United States Government in excess of $850,000 on 
the basis of its own figures and approximately $1,400,000 if the ad- 
justme nts mentioned prey iously were considered. 
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On the basis of information developed by the subcommittee and 
from the testimony of Various Witnesses, it seems clear that there was 
no valid business reason for the existence of the Greenwich Marine 
Corp. as claimed by officials and Stockholders of the American Over- 
Seas Tanker Corp. This “ppears evident from the fact that the 
stockholders of both American Overseas Tanker Corp. and Greenwich 
Marine Corp. were identical and all were United States Citizens, Jn 
addition, the tankers, which could be acquired from the Maritime 
Commission only by the American Overseas Tanker Corp., were 
registered by this Corporation under the Panamanian flag and could 
have been chartered by it directly to the Panama Transport Co. 
Finally, the Greenwich Corp. received no part of the charter hire 
Paid pursuant to the charter agreement with the Panama Transport 
Co., but rather Contracted in advance to apply this revenue to the 
uses and purposes of the American Overseas Tanker Corp. by paying 
off that company’s debt to the Metropolitan Life Insurance Co. 

It appears that the only “pparent reason for the creation of the 
Greenwich Marine ( Orp. Was to Provide a means Whereby the stock- 
holders of American Overseas Tanker Corp. could avoid the payment 
by that Corporation of United States income taxes on the income 
derived from the chartering agreement with the Panama Transport 
Co. 

The subcommittee feels that under the existing revenue laws (see. 
45, Internal Revenue Code) it Was never intended or contemplated 
that a foreign corporation could be used as a device through Which 
& taxpayer could avail itself of tax Savings, unless it could be shown 


that such foreign Corporation was Serving a real business Purpose, 
The Subcommittee also feels that the existing revenue laws provide 
the hecessary protection against practices such as were indulged in 
by the stockholders of the American Overseas Tanker Corp. and the 
Greenwich Marine Corp. It would appear that the thorough exami- 
nation which is now being made of this particular case, by the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue should result in substantia] additional tax assess- 
ments against American Overseas Tanker Corp. 

The subcommittee also feels that the facts Surrounding the sale of 
the capital stock in the National Tanker Corp. to the United Tanker 
Corp. for $450.000 may support the imposition of additional income 
taxes against the Stockholders in the Nationa] Tanker Corp. 

It will be recalled that on January 19. 1948, Mr. Casey and Mr. Klein, 
on behalf of the American Overseas Tanker ( orp., had discussions with 
representatives of the United Tanker Corp. relating to the sale of the 
tankers Meacham. Kettleman ITills, and Ant, lope Hills. which the Mari- 
time Commission had prey lously allocated to the American Overseas 
Tanker (¢ ‘orp. On January 19. 1948, it was agreed by representatives 
of American Overs as Tanker ( ‘orp. and United that American Over- 
Seas Tanker Corp. would form a new Delaware corporation for the 
Specific purpose of taking title to these three Vessels. It was also 
agreed that after title to the Vessels had passed to the new company, 
the owners of the stock of the hew corporation would agree to sell to 
the United Tanker Corp. all of the stock in the new corporation for 
the sum of >450,000. While the parties arrived at the above agree- 
ment on January 19, 1948, representatives of the American Overseas 
Tanker Corp. did not organize the new corporation as the National 
Tanker Corp. until January 23. 1948. On the following day, repre- 





cm 
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sentatives of the National Tanker Corp. and the United Tanker Corp. 
met and formalized the agreement arrived at 4 days previously. 
Under the terms of this agreement of January 24, 1948, the United 
Tanker Corp. secured an irrevoc _ option to purchase the 1,000 
shares of the stock of the National Tanker Corp., then valued at $1,000 
for $450,000. Nine months later, on October 11, 1948, the United 
Tanker Corp. chose to exercise its option through the pavment of the 
stipulated figure of $450,000, the proceeds of which were shared by the 
26 beneficial owners of this stock. The income derived by these in- 
dividuals as a result of this transaction was later reported, for income- 
tax purposes, as long-term capital gain, and taxes were paid to the 
Government on that basis. 

The subcommittee is of the opinion that, while the transaction was 
in the form of a sale of stock, it was in fact a payment of $450,000 to 
the stockholders of the National Tanker Corp. for the allocation of 
three tankers or for services rendered in effecting the transfer of the 
three tankers to the United Tanker Corp. Obviously, if it could be 
established that the transaction actually amounted to a sale of stock, 
the stockholders in the National Tanker Corp. would pay taxes to the 
Federal Government on a long-term capital g: basis, as was done. 
The record shows, however, that although the National Tanker Corp. 
was not organized until January 23, 1948, representatives of this cor- 
poration and the United Tanker Corp. had been negotiating for the 
transfer of the three tankers to the United Tanker Corp. as early as 
January 15, 1948, and on January 19, 1948, had actually agreed to 
the proposed transfer. In the light of these facts, it appears that the 
transaction was in reality a payment of $450,000 for services rendered 
rather than a bona fide sale of stock which had been held for over 
6 months, and accordingly, taxes on this income should have been 
paid by the stockholders at regular income rates other than at the 
lower, long-term capital gains tax rate. 

The record also reflects that the United Tanker ( ‘orp. was organized 
as a Delaware corporation in December 1947 for the specific purpose 
of purchasing surplus vessels from the Maritime Commission under 
the Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946. Failing in this purpose, the 
corporation immediately began to buy up the stock in United States 
citizen corporations which had either been allocated tankers or held 
title to the same in their own name. ‘This practice began in January 
1948, and continued through the end of 1949. By that time, the 
United Tanker Corp. had succeeded in acquiring all of the capital 
stock of five different corporations which held title to six T-2 type 
tankers. ‘The subco:nmittee has noted that the United Tanker Corp. 
filed its first ne income tax return in 1947, but had no income 
during that year, so no taxes were paid. During the following 3 
years, however, ‘best 1948 to 1950 inclusive, this corporation filed 
a consolidated return, which included the returns of the five sub- 
sidiary companies. During this 3-vear period, these companies paid 
income taxes to the Federal Government in the amount of $24.97. 
This payment was made in 1948 when the United Tanker Corp., 
together with one of its subsidiary companies, the Arctic Tankers, 
Inc., reported gross receipts of $2,449,000. The tax return reflects, 
however, that the operating losses of the Arctic Tankers, Inc., were 
set off against the operating profit of the United Tanker Corp. with 
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the result that the net taxable income 
a tax of $24.97 was paid. 

In this connection, it will be noted that during 1948 and 1949 when 
the earnines of the United Tanker Corp. from the Operation of the 
tankers Meacham and Ketlleman Hl]s were held'at a ficure Which was 
hardly more than enough to meet Operating expenses, the China Trad- 
ing & Industrial Development Corp. earned &pproximately 51,500,000 
from subcharters which they held on the same Vessels. The reduced 
earnines of the United Tanker Corp. were further aggravated by the 
fact that the China Trading & Industria] Development Corp. saddled 
the United Tanker Corp. with the Payment of premiums In the oriei- 
nal acquisition of the Vessels such as the pavment of $450,000 to the 
Casey sroup and $300,000 to Mrs. Olea Konow. This Situation arose 
because China Trading & Industria] Development Corp. exercised 
control over Operations of the United Tanker Corp. and enjoved a 
major share of the earnings from the Operation of the vessels by reason 
of the fact that it was able to charter the Vessels from the United 
Tanker Corp. at low rates and then subcharter them to the Chinese 


Petroleum ( ‘orp. at rates which netted them earnines of approximately 
$1,500,000. 


Was reduced to $109, on Which 


Aside from the tax implications of these transactions, the syh- 
committee feels that such transactions clearly demonstrate the control 
exercised by the China Trading & Industrial] Development Corp. 
over the operations of the United Tanker ( ‘orp. Otherwise, jt would 
e reasonable to suppose that the latter corporation would itself have 
taken advantage of the Premium charter rates being paid by the 
Chinese Petroleum Corp. A review of subsequent income tax returns 
filed by United Tanker Corp. and its subsidiaries reflects a pattern 
of setting off the losses of one or more of the companies in the corporate 
family against the Operating profits accruing to the remaining eoy- 
panies, 

In 1949 for instance, the United Tanker Corp. and its subsidiaries 
reported gross receipts of approximately 39,465,000, but a net loss, for 
tax purposes. of approxim itely $493,000, gain in 1950. £TOSS receipts 
were reported at roughly $6,225 000 but a net loss Was reported, for 
tax purposes, of approximately %215,950. Total fross receipts for 

this 3-year Period of upproximately 214,000,000 from the operation 
of these tankers would seem to justify the Willingness of the United 
Tanker Corp. in 1948 to Pay bonuses wmounting to $250,000 per 
vessel, simply for the right to purchase tl 
with the Meacham. Kettleman Hills, 
this fact and despite the fact that these and other Vessels were subse- 
quently engaged in a lucrative business, no income taxes have been 
paid to the Federal Government by the United Tanker Corp. or any 
of its subsidiaries during the Period 1948 to 1950 inclusive, except for 
the above-mentioned 24.97 in 1948. During this same Period, when 
the United Tanker Corp. was reporting substantial] losses from opera- 
tions, the China International] Foundation. Inc. was organized as a 
Charitable organization and is known to have rece 
from the United Tanker Corp., almost 
of dividends on the common stock of the Unite 
of which is held by the foundation. It js 
is paid on this income by the foundation be 
as a charitable trust. The su 


lese tankers as was the ease 


and Antelope Hills. Despite 


‘ “ec ived at least $237,000 
all of which was in the nature 
d Tanker Corp., all 
noted that no income tax 
Cause of its alleged Status 
beommittee has hee 


nD advised. however. 
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that a final determination as to the tax-free status of the Foundation 
has not yet been made by the Bureau of Internal Revenue, but is at 
present under consideration by that agency. 

As has been noted previously, the United Tanker Corp., together 
with its subsidiaries, have been filing consolidated returns with the 


Bureau of Internal Revenue. Accounting principles require that in 
consolidating income and expenses for a am group, intercompany 
profits and losses should be eliminated or disregarded. Otherwise, 


the companies could make unnecessary sonata among themselves in 
order to charge off the interest as a business expense. These prin- 
ciples were not observed by the United Tanker Corp. in filing its 
returns, and the subcommittee has noted that the corporation has, 
in some cases, probably been able to arrive at a net-loss position, for 
tax purposes, through what might be called manufactured losses. In 
this connection, it is noted that two conspicuous items alone ace ount 
for most of the loss in 1949 reported at $492,887. One item relates 
to the loss of $252,622, which was charged off on the sale of the 
tanker Meacham by the National Tanker Corp. to the Meacham 
Corp. The Meacham Corp. is a wholly owned subsidiary of the 
China International Foundation, Ine., which, in turn, owns the con- 
trolling interest in the United Tanker Corp., which was the parent 
corporation of National Tanker Corp. The cost of the vessel minus 
depreciation was set at $1,252,622, but the sale price to the Meacham 
Corp. was fixed at $1,000,000. Obviously, the sale price could be 
arbitrarily fixed by the parties so as to produce this loss, and since 
the income-tax return was consolidated, the loss was passed on to 
the United Tanker Corp. for tax purposes. It is interesting to note 
that subsequently the Meacham was then sold by the Meacham 
Corp. for $1,950,000 or $950,000 over the purchase price. The im- 
plications of this transaction become obvious in the light of the claim 
of the Meacham Corp. that it is a charitable corporation and thus 
entitled to a tax-free status. 

The second item relates to a claim that the National Tanker Corp. 
owed $200,671 to the United Tanker Corp., and that when the Na- 
tional Tanker Corp. terminated its business in 1949, after being pur- 
chased by the United Tanker Corp., this debt became worthless. 
The United Tanker Corp. therefore wrote off this debt as a business 
loss for tax purposes. It would seem, however, that the United 
Tanker Corp. should have taken this debt into account in fixing the 
purchase price of the National Tanker Corp. in the first instance. 

Another tax problem which came to the attention of the subcommit- 
tee during the course of this subcommittee’s hearings involves the 
Meacham Corp. That corporation, which is a wholly owned sub- 
sidiary of the China International Foundation, Inc., was set up as a 
charitable organization and for that reason is not subject to the pay- 
ment of Federal taxes. In November 1949 the Meacham Corp. pur- 
chased the tanker steamship Weacham from the National Tanker 
Corp., which at that time was also a subsidiary of China International 
Foundation, Inc. From the date it acquired the tanker, the Meacham 
Corp. was actively engaged in the business of operating the tanker until 
the vessel was the subject of libel proceedings in the Federal courts 
and subsequently sold in the fall of 1951. Although this corporation 
was in direct competition with American business firms engaged in the 
same type of business, it was not subject to Federal taxes, as pointed 
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out above, because of the fact that it was incorporated as a charitable 
organization. The subcommittee intends to recommend legislation 
which will require this type of tax-free charitable organization to pay 
taxes when it is actively engaged in operating a business of any kind 
in direct competition with private tax paying firms. 


XI. MATTERS REFERRED TO DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


In April 1951, the subcommittee staff, together with representatives 
of the General Accounting Office and the Maritime Administration, 
initiated an investigation designed to develop the full facts in the 
matter. This case, together with related matters, had been under 
investigation by the Maritime Administration since late in 1950, 
and by June 1951 that agency had prepared a series of investigative 
reports dealing with the activities of the following companies: 


American Overseas Tanker Corp.—National Tanker Corp. 

China International Foundation, Inc.—United Tanker Corp. 
et al. 

North-American Shipping & Trading Corp., Inc. 

United States Petroleum Carriers, Inc. 

On June 15, 1951, the Secretary of Commerce transmitted copies of 
the above-mentioned reports to the Attorney General with the request 
that the reports be studied with a view toward determining whether or 
not certain of the transactions involved civil fraud on the United 
States and whether or not certain criminal statutes of the United 
States had been violated. In this connection, the Secretary of Com- 
merce made particular reference to the following sections of the United 
States Code: 

1. 18 U.S. C., section 1001, relating to false representations 
in matters within the jurisdiction of Government agencies. 

2. Section 9, Shipping Act, 1916: 46 U. S. C., section 808, 
prohibiting the transfer of any interests in an American vessel to 
aliens without the prior approval of the United States Maritime 
Commission or its successors. 

3. Section 37, Shipping Act, 1916: 46 U. S. C., section 901, 
relating to such transfers in time of emergency as proclaimed by 
the President. 

4. Section 40, Shipping Act, 1916: 46 U. S. C., section 838, 
relating to false declarations to customs collectors in respect to 
citizenship. 

5. Section 41, Shipping Act, 1916: 46 U.S. C., section 839, 
relating to the violation of conditions imposed by the Maritime 
Commission in granting its approval of vessel transfer under 
section 9, as cited above. 

On November 9, 1951, the Department of Justice filed a libel of 
information in the United States District Court for the Eastern Dis- 
trict of Virginia at Norfolk, asking that the court adjudge the tanker 
Meacham forfeited for breach of the provisions of sections 2 and 9 of 
the Shipping Act of 1916 as amended and for violation of the provisions 
of the Revised Statutes 4139, 4142, 4143, 4163, 4172, 4173, and 4189. 
These alleged violations relate to the fact that although the tanker 
Meacham was, in fact, owned, operated, and controlled by alien 
Chinese interests, a certificate of registry which permitted the vessel 





: 
i 








SALE OF GOVERN MENT-OWNED SURPLUS TANKER VESSELS 35 


to fly the American flag was knowingly and fraudulently obtained 
from the Bureau of Customs, Treasury Department. In addition, it 
is alleged that the vessel was transferred to alien interests without the 
prior approval of the Maritime Commission, contrary to the existing 
law governing such transactions. This matter is presently pending 
in the above-mentioned court and as of this time. no final determi- 
nation has been made in the matter. The subcommittee has been 
advised that the Department of Justice chose to proceed against the 
Meacham when it was found to be within the Admiralty and Maritime 
jurisdiction of the United States, such jurisdiction being a necessary 
element in an in rem proceedings such as this. The subcommittee 
was subsequently advised that similar action may be taken against 
other vessels of this United group if and when they come within the 
jurisdiction of a Federal court. 

The Department of Justice also has under consideration certain 
transactions as they relate to Possible criminal violations involving 
officials and various representatives of American Overseas Tanker 
Corp., National Tanker Corp., China International Foundation, Ine., 
United Tanker Corp., North American Shipping «& Trading Corp. 
Inc., and United States Petroleum Carriers. Inc., as well as the sub. 
Sidiaries and affiliates of these firms. The possible criminal viola- 
tions under consideration involve the willful falsification or conceal- 
ment of material facts as well as conspiracy to defraud the Govern- 
ment in connection with the various Phases of these tanker trans- 
actions. 

XII. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 


A group headed by Joseph EF, Casey organized the American 
Overseas Tanker ( ‘orp. and affiliated firms and purchased eight surplus 
T-2 tankers from the United States Maritime Commission in 1947 
and 1948 at statutory prices for approximately $12,262,000. This 
group realized a gross profit of $3,250,000 on an original investment of 
$101,000 through the subsequent sale of their stock interest in the 
various corporations which took title to these tankers. The American 
Overseas Tanker Corp. first purchased five tankers for Panamanian- 
flag operation from the Maritime Commission in 1947 and subse- 
quently these vessels were chartered to the Greenwich Marine ( ‘orp., 
a Panamanian affiliate of American Overseas Tanker Corp. That 
corporation in turn subchartered the ships to a Panamanian affiliate 
of the Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey, which operated the vessels. 
However, in applying for the ships, American Overseas Tanker ( ‘orp. 
indicated to the Commission that. it intended to charter the vessels 
directly to a major oil company. The Commission Was not advised 
that the ships were to be subchartered through Greenwich Marine 
Corp. 

Subsequently in 1950 the Casey group disposed of these five vessels 
and the charters by selling their stock in the American Overseas 
Tanker Corp. to the Delaware Tanker Corp. and disposing of the 
stock in Greenwich Marine Corp. to the World Tanker Corp. The 
Maritime Commission was not advised of the transfer of the control 
of these vessels or the charters to new corporations, although both of 
the purchasing firms were financed by Stavros Niarchos, an intér- 
national ship Operator who is a Greek national. From all available 
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evidence it appears that Niarchos, operating through dummy officers 
and stockholders, exercised actual control over the Delaware Tanker 
Corp., which acquired control of the five Casey tankers. The evidence 
indicates that the Delaware Tanker Corp. was organized by Niarchos 
as a subterfuge to circumvent the Merchant Ship Sales Act and other 
laws and Maritime Commission regulations which required that these 
vessels not be transferred to foreign ownership. 

During the time the Casey group controlled these five tankers 
through stock ownership of the American Overseas Tanker Corp., the 
bulk of the income from the charter hire was channeled into the 
Greenwich Marine Corp. These earnings were used to pay off the 
loan which American Overseas had obtained from the Metropolitan 
Life Insurance Co. for the purpose of purchasing the tankers in the 
first instance. Inasmuch as the Greenwich Marine Corp. was organ- 
ized under the laws of Panama, it was not subject to United States 
taxes. Based on the income which accrued to Greenwich Marine 
Corp. from 1948 through 1950, it is estimated that without this use 
of its foreign affiliate American Overseas would have been subject to 
United States taxes amounting to $850,000 or $1,400,000, depending 
upon what adjustment would be allowed by the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue. Had the Casey group not been able to escape Federal 
taxes in this manner, it would not have been possible for them to 
acquire these vessels with such a small outlay of their own funds and 
to build up substantial equities in them in a short period of time. 

The evidence is clear that the Greenwich Marine Corp. was or- 
ganized primarily as a means of escaping Federal taxes and it did not 
appear to serve any other real business purpose. ‘The subcommittee 
is of the opinion that the Bureau of Internal Revenue has the authority 
under existing tax regulations to recover the taxes on this income which 
accrued to the tax-free Greenwich Marine Corp. The subcommittee 
therefore recommends that the Bureau of Internal Revenue take 
appropriate action to recover these taxes. 

In December 1947 the Maritime Commission allocated three addi- 
tional tankers to the American Overseas Tanker Corp., which re- 
quested and was allowed to transfer these allocations to its newly 
organized affiliate the National Tanker Corp. The manipulations of 
the representatives of the American Overseas Tanker Corp. in setting 
up the National Tanker Corp. and subsidiary firms in 1948 and the 
option and subsequent sale of that stock to the United Tanker Corp. 
amounted to nothing more than a sale of Government-owned tanker 
allocations. In this case, the National Tanker Corp. realized $150,000 
per vessel or a total of $450,000 from the sale of these Government 
allocations. 

The clear and stated purpose in selling surplus tankers under the 
Merchant Ship Sales Act was to develop and maintain an efficient 
and adequate American-owned merchant marine. In the opinion of 
the subcommittee, it was never the intent of the law to allow this 
type of profit-grabbing in the allocation or sale of Government-owned 
surplus tankers. 

Furthermore, representatives of both the National Tanker Corp. 
and the United Tanker Corp., in their negotiations with the Maritime 
Commission which resulted in United obtaining control of the three 
tankers, did not disclose the complete facts concerning the transactions 
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to the Commission. In this regard Houston Wasson and Newbold 
Morris, whose law firm represented United, advised the Commission 
that the bulk of the capital invested in the corporation was to be 
obtained from Chinese sources. However, these attorneys did not 
disclose the extent to which Chinese aliens exercised actual control 
over the corporation. They informed the Commission that the 
officers of United who held title to the majority of the voting stock 
were United States citizens, while in fact the subcommittee found 
that the American officers of United, though they did hold the majority 
stock, were nothing more than fronts for the Chinese aliens, who 
financed and controlled the policies and operations of United. 

In addition, the subcommittee noted that within a week after 
National agreed to sell its stock to United, Mr. Casev denied any 
intention of selling the vessels in response to a direct inquiry by the 
Maritime Commission. This was an outright misstatement of fact, 
and the subcommittee can conclude only that Casey’s action was an 
intentional effort to deceive the Commission 

In considering all of the facts in these transactions involving the 
transfer of three tankers from the Casey group to the United Tanker 
Corp., the subcommittee finds that a group of Chinese aliens with the 
cooperation of the Casey group and others, and with the guidance 
and assistance of the law firm of Lovejoy, Morris, Wasson & Huppuch, 
were able to obtain improperly the use and control of these three 
vessels with which these Chinese aliens made substantial profits 
through various subchartering arrangements. ‘Title to these vessels 
was transferred to the control of the United Tanker Corp. largely 
because the various groups involved failed to deal openly, directly, 
and frankly with the Maritime Commission. On the other hand, 
had the Maritime Commission fulfilled its responsibilities under the 
laws and regulations governing the sale and transfer of Government- 
owned by them, the subcommittee found several instances in which 
action to prevent the United Tanker group from acquiring control of 
these vessels. 

During the time the United Tanker Corp. was acquiring these 
tankers in the above-described manner, the China International 
Foundation was organized as a charitable corporation and by 1948 
had acquired as a gift from the Chinese aliens the controlling stock 
interest in the United and affiliated corporations. In this manner 
the China International Foundation actually obtained control of the 
three tankers in question and three other tankers. In examining the 
subsequent management of these firms and the operation of the tankers 
owned by them the subcommittee found several instances in which 
this group engaged in various questionable, and in some instances 
illegal practices, including the following: 

(a) Between July 1949 and May 1950, two American-flag 
tankers owned by subsidiaries of the United Tanker Corp. and 
the China International Foundation, Inc. were chartered to the 
Soviet Government and carried six cargoes of petroleum and 
other oil products between Constanza, Rumania, and Communist 
ports in North China. North Korea, and Siberia. 

The subcommittee is of the opinion that no American-flag ves- 
sels should have engaged in the Communist oil trade. These 
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were the only American-flag vessels known to have been traffick- 
ing in the Communist oil trade at that time, and it is paradoxical 
that other vessels of the United fleet were making substantial 
profits in the carriage of ECA oil during the same period that 
these two vessels were engaged in Communist trade. 

The fact that the State Department was aware of and inter- 
posed no objection to this trade is a serious reflection on the judg- 
ment of that Department, but this fact cannot absolve the off- 
cials and representatives of those corporations who did engage in 
this type of trade. 

(b) It was a common practice of the operators of these Ameri- 
can-flag vessels under the control of United to replace American 
crewmen with cheap foreign crews. While the subcommittee did 
not find that the use of these foreign crews violated existing 
shipping laws, this practice did evade the spirit of our merchant 
shipping laws, which provide that 75 percent of the crew of 
American-flag vessels must be citizens of the United States except 
in those cases where replacements abroad among the crew are 
necessary. 

(c) Four vessels controlled by United Tanker Corp. employed 
foreign radio operators in violation of the Federal Communica- 
tions Act. As the result of these violations the Federal Commu- 
nications Commission levied a total of $854,000 in forfeitures 
against the four vessels and their masters. In view of certain 
mitigating circumstances these forfeitures were later reduced to 
$8,100. 

(d) Although United Tanker Corp. and its affiliated firms had 
a gross income of approximately $14 million from the operation 
of their six tankers from 1948 through 1950, these corporations 
n6ee a total of only $24.97 in Federal taxes during the same 3- 

ar period. The subcommittee found that this escape from 
F ‘ide ‘ral taxes was largely attributable to intercompany manipu- 
lations which enabled United as the parent corporation to manu- 
facture losses sufficient to reduce its taxable income to a point 
where there was practically no income subject to Federal taxes. 

As has been stated in the details and conclusions of this report, 
the subcommittee found that both the American Overseas Tanker 
Corp. and its affiliated companies, as well as the United Tanker Corp. 
and its affiliates, evaded the payment of Federal taxes by various 
schemes. 

The subcommittee’s inquiry indicates that the Federal income-tax 
laws and regulations provide a basis for the possible recovery of a 
substantial portion of the Federal income taxes avoided as a result of 
these schemes. The Bureau of Internal Revenue is making an 
investigation at the present time into the tax matters involving these 
firms with a view to the assessment of deficiencies in income taxes 
which may be due under the existing statutes and applicable 
regulations. 

However, it was determined that the Meacham Corp., a charitable 
tax-free organization and a wholly owned subsidiary of China Inter- 
national Foundation, Inc., ope rated the tanker Meacham, which was 
acquired from the National Tanker Corp., in direct competition with 
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the other taxpaying American business firms engaged in the same type 
of business. The subcommittee is of the opinion that the Congress 
should consider legislation which will require any tax-free charitable 
organization which is actively engaged in operating a business in 
competition with other taxpaying business ventures to pay taxes on 
that income which is derived from its actual business operations. 
This amendment would not require a charitable organization to pay 
taxes on dividends or other investment income derived from stock- 
holdings or other financial interest in a business which is itself paving 
income taxes. 

Despite Mr. Morris’ contention that he played only a minor role 
in the affairs of the United Tanker Corp. and its affiliates, it is noted 
that in almost every instance when a critical or important problem 
arose in connection with acquisition or operation of the tankers by 
the United Tanker group, he gave the matter his personal attention. 
Furthermore, he was and still is president of the China International 
Foundation, Ine., which through stock — had absolute 
control over the six tankers owned by United Tanker Corp. or its 
affiliates. Under these circumstances Mr. Morris was a necessary 
witness in this inquiry. The wide publicity given to his appearance 
as a witness can be attributed to that fact and to his own behavior 
as a witness and to the fact that he then held the position of Special 
Assistant to the Attorney General in charge of investigating corruption 
in Government. 

The law firm of Lovejoy, Morris, Wasson & Huppuch earned about 
$158,000 in legal fees in connection with these tanker transactions, 
and Mr. Morris’ gross share of these fees would be approximately 
$30,000. When Mr. Morris was quoted in the public press as stating 
that “he never received a single dollar in the transactions over tankers 
which is the subject of a Senate investigation” he did not make a 
factual statement to the press. “This subcommittee had stated on 
previous occasions and reiterates that public statements, particularly 
those by highly placed public officials, should be characterized by 
candor. 

The subcommittee found that the Washington law firm of Goodwin, 
Rosenbaum, Meacham «& Bailen represented a number of companies 
in their efforts to obtain surplus vessels from the Maritime Com- 
mission. Robert W. Dudley appeared to have done most of the work 
for his law firm in connection with these ship transactions. This law 
firm is known to have earned $150,000 m legal fees and to have 
acquired $117,000 in stock interests for their handling of these surplus 
ship cases. In addition, Mr. Dudley personally earned $68,000 in 
legal fees and acquired stock interest in the amount of $78,000. 
Because the cases handled by that firm involved many of the problems 
with which the subcommittee was faced in American Overseas Tanker 
Corp. and the United Tanker Corp., no detailed investigation was 
made in these matters. The subcommittee is convinced that United 
States Petroleum Carriers, Inc., which was organized by the Rosen- 
baum firm, was financed largely with foreign capital and was set up 
for the obvious purpose of evading the citizen requirements in the 
Merchant Ship Sales Act. The subcommittee is also of the opinion 
that the Rosenbaum law firm actually made substantial fees by the 
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questionable practice of selling allocations of Government-owned 
Vessels, 

Furthermore, it was found that Messrs. Casey, Dudley, and Rosen- 
baum were closely associated as cocounsel, as joint stockholders or 
as brokers, in many of these surplus ship transactions. The subcom- 
mittee has not been able to obtain “ny reasonable explanation as to 
why the Casey group Should retain Mr. Dudley and the Rosenbaum 
law firm in some of their ship transactions, while on the other hand 
that same law firm should have retained Mr. Casey as counsel and 
allowed him to share in the stock profits in a number of the transactions 
they were handling. 

The subcommittee found that the Maritime Commission did not 
follow an orderly procedure in the allocation and sale of these tankers, 

lany Prospective ship purchasers or their representatives resorted 
to personal contacts with the Maritime Commissioners or officials of 
that agency to keep themselves informed of the Status of their appli- 
cations. This Situation was bound to create the impression that the 
“back door” approach was the best approach in dealing with the 
Commission. The subcommittee js of the opinion that when the 
Government is selling such very valuable items as tanker vessels. the 
agency having that responsibility Should, as far as is practicable. 
conduct its negotiations in a goldfish bow]. By handling the sale of 
surplus ships and similar negotiations In an orderly, open, and above- 
board fashion, the Possibility that Government decisions will he based 
upon influence. favoritism or other types of impropriety is minimized 
greatly, 

This entire investigation has demonstrated to the subeommittee 
how various sroups of shrewd and calculating businessmen and attor- 
hevs, through an intricate series of corporate and financial trans- 
acuions, were able to realize substantia] profits by taking advantage 
of the confusion and mismanagement which marked the administra- 
tion of the surplus ship disposal] program by the old Maritime Com- 
nilssion. Had the Commission administered that program in a busi- 
hesslike manner and In accordance with the clear intent of the law, 
it would have been impossible for the individuals and firms involyed 
In this inquiry to have engaged in activities which violated the spirit 
and, in many instances, the actual letter of the lay 

At the present time, a libel action by the Crovernment looking 
toward the forfeiture of the tanker Meacham, which was Owned by the 
Mecham Corp., a Subsidiary of the China International Foundations, 
Inc., is pending in Federal] courts. The Department of Justice js 
also making an examination into the acquisition, chartering, and 
resale of tanker vessels by the American Overseas Tanker Corp., 
the China International Foundation. Inc., the North American 
Shipping & Trading Co.. Inc., and the United States Petroleum Car- 
riers, Inc., as well as the various affiliates and Subsidiaries of these 
firms involving a total of 47 vessels, It js the purpose of that inquiry 
to determine whether civil as well as criminal] action should be taken 
against these corporations and the responsible officials and representa- 
tives of these firms, 

The subcommittee is of the opinion that there appears to be suf- 
ficient evidence of violations of the civil provisions of the Merchant 
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Ship Sales Act in these tanker transactions to warrant prompt action 
by the Department of Justice. In addition the concealment and 
misrepresentation of pertinent facts by various officers and repre- 
sentatives of the firms involved in this inquiry in their dealings with 
the Maritime Commission leads the subcommittee to believe that 
various criminal statutes may have been violated by these individuals. 
In view of the long delay which has already occurred in making final 
determinations in these cases, it is the recommendation of the sub- 
committee that the Department of Justice take prompt and vigorous 
action to bring these cases to a logical conclusion 
This is a unanimous report of the subcommittec 
Crype R. Horny, Chairman 
Joun L McCLeELLAN. 
Hunert H. Humpurey 
THoomas R. UnpdERWoopD 
JosperH R. McCarry 
Karu EK. Munpr. 
Richarp M. Nixon 











MARINE OPERATING CO., INC, 


(An affiliate of Marine 
Transport Lines, Inc.) 






$1,013, 





Majority of stock held by: 
W. N. Westerlund 
F, Willard Bergen 
F. M. Bynum 
Ellis Knowles 
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Exuisit No. | 


MEXICAN OVERSEAS TANKER CORP, 39 , 000 
(Inc .corporated in Delaware 8-26-47) Loane’d on 12-30-h7 


Original Stockholders and officers: 
Joseph I. Casey, President & 


Treasurer OO shares 
E. Stanley Klein, OO shares 
Julius C. Holmes, Vice Presi- 
dent & Secretary goo shares Sharter h 
Greenwich 
Government -owned vessels a juired: to Metrop 


, 


Panamanian flag 
vessels 





15 year bareboat 


$ ,013,250 charter at $.88 
Toan =. on 12-19-47 p.d.w.t. per mont Vv 
made 10-21-47 
e 
“ | 









*REENWICH MaRINE CORP. 
(Ine eneuahas in Panama 6-8-) 
(Stock issued }2-23-47) 


ROPOLITAN LIFE INSURANCE CO. 


47) 









Charter hire from 
Panamanian Transport 
assignment to Metro- 
politan Life 


kholders: 
ty » FF 
$1,013,250 






same as gtockholders of Ameri- 
can Overseas Tankcr Corp., (see 

above). Each stockholder acquired 
cwo shares in this corporation for 
each share held in American Over- 
seas 









charter at $2.20 
p.d.w.t. per month 
made 10-21-47 

* 


Ss 
e 
5 year bareboat 


e } 
$2,191,305 charter hire 
lue to Greenwich Marine | 





annually assigned and paid 
to Metropolitan to retire 
merican Overseas Tanker 


ec. > aa 










PANAMA TRANSPORT CORP. 
(A Panamanian Corporation) 










4 subsidiary of Standard 
O11 Co. of New Jersey. 























AMERICAN OVERSEAS TANKER 
(Incorporated in Delaware | 


All stock (10,000 shares) of th: 
sold to Delaware Tanker Corp. a1 
$40,000. 


Stockholders 2nd officers as of 
separate sheet) 


Vessels owned by t. 8 corporati: 













DELAWARE TANKER CORP. 
(Incorporated in Delaware 7-10-50 under 
name of World Tanker Corp.) 


Stockholders and officers as of 7-25-50: 







George Trypanis - President 
David R. Dorn = Secretary and Treasurer 









George Trypanis (U. S. citizen) 100 shares 
Mary Dracopoulos(U. S. citizen) 80 shares 
David R. Dorn (U.S. citizen) 75 shares 
Staris Cia de Vapores (Panamanian Corp.) 125 shares 
Maureen Cia de Vapores(Panamanian Corp.) 120 shares 


(Owned no vessels) 


~~. 
Re, 





Exuisir No. 2 





EAS TANKER CORP. GREENWIC! 
Delaware 8-26-47) (Incorporate: 
res) of this corporation All stock in this corporation (20,000) shares 
er Corp. on 6-26-50 for sold to World Tanker Corp. on 6-26-50 for 
$2,760,000. 
ffiliated 
cers as of 6-26-50 (see atts a Stockholders at time of sale, same 
holders of American Overseas Tanker 
attached sheet). 
corporation 6-26-50: 
(. 
anamanian flag vessels 
& & 
© a 
* Five tankers chartered to Greenwich Marine ay 
SSCOSSHSSSSSOSOSOSHSSSOSCVSSCOSSSSECESSCEOCE 


WORLD TANKE 
(Incorporated in 
fficers and directors as of 6-26-50: 
Pres. N. Papadam (Greek citizen) Director 
Vice Pree. E. Simpson (British citizen) ”" 
ec. W. Wilson ( " fi 
M. ) 


Treas. B. Dill ( = ; Director 


All stock issued to bearer and held by Stavros 
Niarchos as nominee. 


shares 
shares 










Stavros Niarchos 
(A Greek citizen) 
resides abroad 
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OCEANIC MARITIME CORP, 
(Incorporated in Delaware 6-14-48) 





Officers (6-14-48); 

Joseph E. Casey - Pres. 

E. Stanley Klein - V. Pres. 
James G. Mackey - Sec. & Treas. 











Stockholders (6-14-48): 
National Tanker Corp. 1,000 shares (common) 










Held title to: 
SS _KETTLEMAN ETLIS (acquired 6-15-48 from 
National Tanker Corp.) 
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AMERICAN OVERSEAS TANKER CORP. 
(Incorporated in Delaware 8-26-k7) 


For other details see Chart #1. 





Maritime Commission allocated the 3 following 
tankers to this firm on 12-30-47 (title never taken) 


SS_MEACHAM 


SS_KETTLEMAN HILLS 
SS ANTELOPE HILLS 


NATIONAL TANKER CORP. TRANS-WORLD MARITIME CORP. 
(Incorporated in Delaware 1-23-48) (Incorporated in Delaware 7-31-48) 


Officers (7-31-48): 
Joseph FE. Casey - Pres. 
E. Stanley Klein - V. Pres. 
James G. Mackey - Sec. & Treas. 


Officers and stockholders as of 1-23-48: 


Joseph E. Casey - Pres. 300 shares 
E. Stanley Klein - V. Pres. kool" 

James G. Mackey - Cec. & Treas. None 
Julius C. Holmes - 300 shares 


Stockholders - as of January 1949 all stock owned 
by National Tanker Corp. 


Title taken to SS SUTELOPE HILLS as of 8-18-h8, 
Delivery date 1-9-49. 


Title taken to following vessels: 
SS KETTLEMAN HITIS (acquired from government 
ea me 4-29-48) 
SS MEACHAM (acquired from government 5-14-48) 





Stock sold to United 

Tanker 10-11-48 under 

option agreement of 
1-24-48 


UNITED TANKER CORP. 
(Incorporated in Delaware 12-10-47) 


Original officers: 

Harold C. Lenfest - Pres. 

Walter H. Sieling - V. Pres. 
Chung Ching Wei - Sec. & Treas. 








China Trading & Industrial Development Corp. - 
10 shares clase A 


(cost $2,000) 
Harold C. Lenfest 10 shares class B 
(cost $2.00) 






Walter H. Sieling 
Arthur M. Tode 





(No veasels owned by this corporation) 
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A subsidiary of the National Resources 
Commission, Chinese Nationalist Govern- 
ment. 














UNITED SECURITIES CORP. 
(Incorporated Liberia 12-6-50) 






Directors: 
D. N. Tjian (Chinese citizen) 
P. W. Hou eas citizen) 
T. C. Cham (Chinese citizen) 


3,550 shares 
preferred stock 






All stock originally held by D. N. Tjian. 







In 1951 all stock transferred to China 
Trading and Indvetrial Development Corp. 
(Hong Kong) Ltd. 


subdsidiar; 












Stockholders: 
Olga Konow (held all stock as of 9-5-7) 
United Tanker Corp. (had acquired all 

stock as of 12-7-k9) 


Goverment-owned vessels acquired: 


OCEANIC MARITIME ( 
(Incorporated in Delawa: 










Officers after 1-31-49: 
Harold C. Lenfest - Pr 
Walter H. Steling - Vi 
Chung Ching Wei - Vi 


Stockholders (6-14-48) : 
National Tanker Corp. 


Held title to: 
(ac 


Nation. er Cor 
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CHINA TRADING AND I 
DEVELOPMENT CO 
(A Chinese Corpora 


Officers as of Dec. 1947 (a 
zens): 
D. N. Tjian, Chairman of 
C. T. Shen, Generel Mm 






UNITED TANKER CORP, 
(Incorporated in Delaware | 





Original officers: 
Harold C. Lenfest - President 
Walter H. Sieling - Vice Pres. 
Chung Ching Wei - Sec. & Treas 

Stockholders as of 1-24-46: 

China Trading & Industrial Dev. 
Harold C. Lanfest 


Walter H. Sieling 
Arthur M. Tode 


Present stockholders: 
Chima International Foundation | 
United Securities Corp. 
Meacham Corp. 


This corporation holds title to n 


subsidiary $ 


$ 
2 $ 


$ NATIONAL TANKER 


C. Y, Chen, Sub-Manager (Vice Pres.) 
Chung Ching Wei, Sub-Munager (Vice Pres.) 


NDUSTRIAL 
RP. 

tion) 
ll Chinese citi- 


the Board 
er (Pres.) 


10-47) 






11,750 shares 


>. 10 shares C A 
wees a aaa preferred stock 


(cost $2000) 
10 shares Class 5B 
(cost $2.00) 


” 


. 85,000 shares (common) 
3,550 shares (preferred) 
11,750 shares (preferred) 


vessels 


subsidiary 


PRIVATE BANKER 


ORP. 
S (Incorporated in Delaware 1-23-48) ¢ $ 


$ Officers after 1-31-49: 


Harold C. Lenfest ~ Pres. g 


$ Walter H. Sieling 
$ Chung Ching Wel -V 


Vice Pres, 


marie. | gS 


All stock acquired by United Tanker under 


option agreement of 1-24-4 


Sorporation held title to following vessels: 


SS KETTLEMAN HILIS (#01 
Maritime 6-15-45) 

ss (sold to Mea 
11-7-49 


Thie firm liquidated Dec. 
transferred to United. 


\NIC MARITIME CORP. 
sted in Delaware 6-14-48) 


ter 1-31-49: 

>. Lenfest - Pres. 

i. Sleling - Vice Pres. 

hing Wei - Vice Pres. & Treas. 


re (6-14-48): 
l Tanker Corp. 1000 shares 


(coumon) 
to: 
LIS (acquired from 
Ye er Corp. 6-15-48) 


i to Oceanic 


ham Corp. 


1949 all assets 


TRANS -WORLD MARITIME CORP. 
(Incorporated in Delaware 7-31-48) 


Officers in Trans-World after 1-31-49: 
Harold C. Lenfest - Pres. 
Walter H. Sieling - Vice Pres. 
Chung Ching Wei ~ Sec. & Treas. 


Stockholders: 
All stock owned by National Tanker 
Corp. ae of date of incorporation. 


Government-owned vessel acquired: 
SS ANTELOPE HILLS 








“HINA INTERNATIONAL FOUNDATION, INC. 
(Incorporated in Delaware 6-5-48 

as charitable corporation) 
Nevbold Morris ~- Pres.,Trustes,Member 
Magnus Gregerson - Trustee & Member 
Edward H. Hume - Trustees & Member 
Harold C. Lenfest - Member 


Arthur M. Tode - Trustee 
Houston H. Waseon - Sec ., Treas. ,Member 
D. N. Tjian - Vice Pres.(2-15-9- 


4-10-50) 


No capital stock 






MEACHAM CORPORATION 

(Incorporated Delaware 10-31-49) 
Officers and Directors: 

Harold C. Lenfest - Pres 

Walter H. Sieling - Vice Pres. & Sec. 

C. D. Shiah Treasurer 

Arthur M. Tode - Director 
tockholders: 

China International Foundation 

1000 shares 





Held title t 
3 MEACHAM (acquired from National 


nker Corp -7@kS 
rp. 


| 





ARCTIC TARKERS, INC, 








(Incorporated in New York 2-5-48) 
Stockholders as of 2-5-48: 

leon F. Bergere 102 shares 

M. A. Mathiasen 28 shares 


In 7-23-48 United acquired all stock unéer 
option agreement of 5-24-46, 


Officers after United exercised its stock 
option: 


Harold C. Lenfest - Pres. 
Walter H. Sieling - Vice Pres. 
Chung Ching Wei ~- Sec. & Treas. 


Government -owned vessel acquired: 
SS_NEW_LORDON 
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Sojusne 


Expor 
Ltd. 


Sojusne! 


Sojusnet! 


Sojusnef 


Sojusnef 


Charterer 


Sojusnefteexport 


Exportchleb, 
Ltd. 
Sojusnefteexport 


Sojusnefteexport 


Sojusnefteexport 


Sojusnefteexport 


Ship’s name 
voyage No. 


Kettleman Hills 
#11 


Kettleman Hills 
#12 


St. Christopher 
#11 

St. Christopher 
#12 


Kettleman Hills 
#14 

Kettleman Hills 
#16 


ExuiBit No. 5. 


13,024.748 tons Ethylated Benzine, 
70 on sp. gr, 0.727. API 63.1 at 
76F, 

6,667.84 tons peanut oil sp. gr. 0.912 
5,071.64 tons soyabean oil sp. gr. 
0.916 at 79F. 

118,638.48 bbls. or 2.7 
fined Kerosene at 76F. 
11,291,338 tons crude oil sp. gr. 0.8630 

at 62F, 


14,902.7 tons re- 


10,111.34 tons Kerosene 42 API 0.815 


Sp. gr. at 42F. 
14,517 tons Ethylated Benzine, 70 
ON. API 60.8 at 59F. 1,008 tons 


(AVYOL 18) 
0.922 at 107 F. 


Lubricating Oil 
API 21.9 sp. gr. 


Loading 


7-20-49 
Constanza 


-H49 
Dalny 


§-11-—49 
Constanza 
9-25~49 
Valdivostok 


14-50 
Constanza 
4-22-50 
Constanza 


Discharging 


8-26-49 


Dalny 






24-49 
akhodka 
(Siberia) 
?-13-49 

Dalny 

9-29-49 
Gensan 
(North Korea) 
2-5-50 
Tsingtao 
En route to 
Dalny 
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